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The Department of State BULLETIN, 
a weekly publication issued by the 
Office of Public Services, Bureau of 
Public Affairs, provides the public 
and interested agencies of the 
Government with information on 
developments in the field of foreign 
relations and on the work of the 
Department of State and the Foreign 
Service. The BULLETIN includes se- 
lected press releases on foreign policy, 
issued by the White House and the 
Department, and statements and ad- 
dresses made by the President and by 
the Secretary of State and other 
officers of the Department, as well as 
special articles on various phases of 
international affairs and the func- 
tions of the Department. Informa- 
tion is included concerning treaties 
and international agreements to 
which the United States is or may 
become a party and treaties of gen- 
eral international interest. 
Publications of the Department, 
United Nations documents, and legis- 
lative material in the field of inter- 


national relations are listed currently. 
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The Crucial Decade 


by Andrew H. Berding 
Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs? 


Last week at the United Nations General As- 
smbly in New York I handed to Secretary of 
State Herter a message from President Eisen- 
‘ hower. This had just been delivered to our dele- 
gation headquarters. It had been transmitted 
via the satellite Courier, which had entered orbit 
around the earth only a couple of hours before. 

This extraordinary message from the President 
conveyed his special greeting to the peoples of the 
, United Nations. It expressed his hope that they 
would continue to witness such scientific ad- 
vances as this communications satellite. These 
advances, the President said, could not fail to lend 
force and meaning to his recent statement at the 
United Nations ? that the means were at hand to 
build the structure of true peace, a peace in which 
all peoples might progress constantly to higher 
’ levels of human achievement. 





I believe it particularly significant to mention 
this fact in an address to this great institution 
of technical education, Rensselaer Polytechnic In- 
| stitute, while the General Assembly is in session 
Lin this State of New York. For it indicates the 

ever-increasing demands being made upon the 
| scientific community by practitioners in foreign 
) affairs for assistance in building toward an or- 

ganization for peace. 
We have already received enormous help from 
) the engineers in perfecting means of communica- 
tion whereby our cables to and from distant parts 
of the world arrive in code and are quickly de- 


da ° 
tiphered. They enable us to convey to or receive 


SE 
‘Address made before the School of Humanities at 
, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute at Troy, N.Y., on Oct. 12 
(press release 592). 
"For text, see BULLETIN of Oct. 10, 1960, p. 551. 
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President Sends Message to U.N. 
by Courier Satellite 


Following is the text of a message transmitted by 
the satellite Courier on October 4 from President 
Hisenhower to Secretary Herter, head of the U.S. 
delegation to the United Nations. 


U.S. delegation press release 3519 


Taking advantage of the opportunity of this first 
flight of an advanced communications satellite, 
specifically designed to transmit a teletyped message 
from one part of the world to another, I should like 
to convey a special greeting to the peoples of the 
United Nations whose representatives are now in 
historie session in New York City. 

During the less than 2 years since my voice was 
first transmitted to the earth from an experimental 
satellite, 17 new nations have gained their inde- 
pendence and 16 have been admitted to the United 
Nations. It is my hope that they will continue to 
witness such scientific advances as this, which can- 
not fail to lend force and meaning to my recent 
statement at the United Nations that the means 
are at hand to build the structure of true peace— 
a peace in which all peoples may progress constantly 
to higher levels of human achievement. 








messages from foreign governments or reports 
from our embassies that only a few decades ago 
would have taken days and even weeks. 

We have called ceaselessly on American tech- 
nicians to assist us in the operations of the mutual 
security programs, especially the technical as- 
sistance programs. 

Now we are asking scientists to develop means 
of detecting underground nuclear explosions 
below the 4.75 degree of power. If these means 
can be developed, the way will be open for an 
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perts 


agreement on a comprehensive treaty to discon- such as are graduated by Rensselaer Polytechnic 


tinue the testing of nuclear weapons.* Institute will be of invaluable assistance in the / "an 
We are also expecting the scientists to arrive at advancement of our foreign policy. They can Ido 
better means for inspecting armaments, so that a = make an outstanding contribution to world peace, that 
disarmament agreement can be achieved which In other ways American scientific and technical sonfic 
will lessen the burdens of arms on our own and __ personnel, outside as well as inside government, ahead 
other peoples. have materially assisted us in promoting friendly capa 
Furthermore, the spectacular developments in __ relations with other nations. I must confess that ioe 


the field of earth satellites will tie in closely with — they often find it easier to reach agreement with the £ 


our advances in the field of foreign policy. their colleagues in other countries than we in the | sven 

The United States has long sought to reach diplomatic field do with the diplomatic repre- ‘he 
agreement with the Soviets to eliminate the pos- sentatives of other nations. al a 
sibility of surprise attack. At our urging a con- Institutions of learning such as Rensselaer | 4,4 ¢ 


ference was held in Geneva nearly 2 years ago. —_ Polytechnic Institute have immensely assisted in | pa.¢; 
It failed because, whereas we sent scientists to building a bedrock of good relations with other } \ to, 
the meeting, the Soviets sent political men who peoples by receiving and educating foreign stu- | oq 
had no intention of reaching agreement. dents. There are more than 40,000 foreign stu- progr 
But as verification satellites come into being on dents in the United States each year. The rn 
both sides they will supplement an agreement cumulative value of this relationship, year after | j,.n¢] 


against surprise attack. And if the possibility of year, is incalculable. probes 
surprise attack is greatly reduced or eliminated, a In the nearly 3 years of our formal exchange} 4,1); 
condition of confidence will gradually be created — agreements with the Soviet Union, scores of dele- | jon, 
which can have endless positive results for reduc- _ gations of American technical people have gone] ¢,.. 
ing armaments and for peace. to Russia and about the same number of delega- te" ) 


President Eisenhower laid before the General tions of Soviet technical people have come to the | waeitin 
Assembly 3 weeks ago a four-point program to —_ United States. The Americans in great majority | gong { 


control the future of outer space. He said that have been private citizens. ins 
“agreement on these proposals would enable fu- We believe that these exchanges have been fruit: Bef 


ture generations to find peaceful and scientific ful. They have wafted some breath of the free rue 
progress, not another fearful dimension to the air of American life and thinking into the Soviet} ,. 4:0, 
arms race, as they explore the universe.” Here Union. Undoubtedly they have contributed to ‘iene 





again we shall have to request the scientific fra- that process of evolution which is even now going} ooyjq , 
ternity for extensive help. on in the Soviet Union. This is an evolution in/ y;. 

The President also called for the convening of the direction of more demands for consumer goods 68,000 
experts of the nations producing nuclear weap- _ but somewhat less satisfaction, and more demand,| ,;_, “ 
ons to design a system for terminating, under ver- | and somewhat less satisfaction, for personal free-| 5 yin, 
ification procedures, all production of fissionable | doms, including the freedom of expression. Ifit] 44 ‘ 
materials for weapons purposes. proceeds far enough, it could change the thinking | py. ;. 

He likewise suggested that the experts could of Soviet rulers—if not the present ones, thet j.o4 no 
also consider how to verify the complete elimina- | future ones—away from the concept of world] q);, 


tion of nuclear weapons, which the United States domination and toward concentration on national aequair 
proposed at Geneva on June 27.5 There isas yet betterment. This evolution cannot be expected to} jt j, py, 
no known means of demonstrably accomplishing produce results overnight or perhaps for many 
this, and we would hope that the experts could _ years, but it offers the only real hope for eventual } m,, Kp 





develop such a system. true peace with the Soviets. I ha: 
In all these and other endeavors, therefore, men Until that true peace can be reached, or until | United 
disarmament agreement safeguarded by inspection This h: 
For an article by William J. Gehron on the Geneva ean be signed, we must maintain our defenses m don 


Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon : . . : : + 5 
ce . ‘ . strong, in conjunction w > allies. 1e tools 
Tests, see ibid., Sept. 26, 1960, p. 482. rong, in conjunction with our allies. Tl 


“For background, see ibid., Jan. 5, 1959, p. 13. and methods of defense are constantly changing 
5 Ibvid., July 18, 1960, p. 90. Here we must rely on our scientists, research ex) 
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perts, and inventors to keep us ahead of the 
Soviets. 

When I say “keep us ahead,” I mean just that. 
[do not share the belief stated by some persons 
that we are lagging behind the Soviets. I am 
confident that in overall military power we are 
ahead. And, in addition, we have valiant and 
capable allies with us. One reason that we are 
ahead is that our scientists, constantly looking into 
the future, have produced literally miracles of 
invention. 

The first sputnik gave the Soviets a psycholog- 
ical advantage that cannot be denied. But since 
that date, a few days more than 3 years ago, we 
have made almost incredible progress in exploring 
outer space. Our own people and other peoples 
ned to know more fully the extent of this 
progress. 

In the last 3 years the United States has 

launched 26 earth satellites and 2 deep-space 
probes. ‘The Soviet Union has launched 6 earth 
satellites, 1 deep-space probe, and 1 satellite to the 
moon. And the American satellites have made a 
far greater contribution to the world’s scientific 
knowledge and development than have the Soviet 
» satellites. Finally, we have been much more gen- 
erous than the Soviets in passing on to the rest of 
the world the benefit of our research. 
) Before I handed Secretary Herter the other day 
the message from the President which I mentioned 
earlier, I looked at the capacity of the Courier 
communications satellite which relayed it. I 
could scarcely believe what I saw, and that was 
this. The Courier can transmit approximately 
68,000 words per minute and simultaneously re- 
ceive and store the same number of words. In a 
minute pass the satellite can simultaneously 
send and receive approximately 340,000 words. 
This is about the news content of a large Amer- 
ican newspaper. 

This may not be startling to you who are better 
acquainted with these esoteric events. But to me 
it is breathtaking. 


Mr. Khrushchev at the General Assembly 








I have spent most of the last 3 weeks at the 
United Nations General Assembly in New York. 
This has certainly begun as an historic meeting, 
not just because many chiefs of state and heads of 
, government have attended but more particularly 
because 17 new members have been admitted. 
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A flood of oratory has poured forth, much of 
it constructive, some of it inflammatory. But I 
am sure that it is better to let off steam in the 
General Assembly than to let frictions develop 
into conflict. 

It certainly has been heartening to see the devo- 
tion to the United Nations expressed by virtually 
all the smaller states, including the new members. 

Mr. Khrushchev set out to wreck the executive 
function of the United Nations by proposing the 
abolition of the office of the Secretary-General. 
He would substitute a committee of three, one 
from the Soviet bloc, one from what he calls the 
capitalist bloc, and one from what he ealls the 
neutralist bloc, each with the right of veto. You 
can readily conclude that no action whatever 
would come from such a group. 

The Soviets want to emasculate the executive 
arm of the U.N. and leave only a sounding board 
for their propaganda maneuvers. Mr. Khru- 
shchev’s attack on Secretary-General Hammar- 
skjold is part of his attack on the United Nations 
itself. As Mr. Hammarskjold himself said, this is 
not a question of a man but of an institution. 

Since the Soviets were not able to force Mr. 
Hammarskjold to do their bidding, they now want 
to destroy his office and him. This is in line with 
their custom of trying to destroy what they 
cannot rule. 

When Mr. Khrushchev believed he could not get 
great concessions from the summit conference in 
Paris, he destroyed it. The U-2 was merely an 
excuse.® 

When the Soviets saw they could not dominate 
the disarmament conference in Geneva, they 
walked out of it.” 

But, ironically, Mr. Khrushchev has unwit- 
tingly been the means of strengthening the United 
Nations. His attacks on the Secretary-General 
have served to awaken the great majority of mem- 
bers to the need for strengthening, rather than 
weakening, the organization. And his presence 
at the U.N., which no doubt stimulated the at- 
tendance of some other chiefs of state and heads 
of government, has served to direct much more 
world attention to the organization than would 
otherwise have been the case. 

Fortunately most of the smaller nations see 
through Mr. Khrushchev’s proposal for a trium- 


*For background, see ibid., June 6, 1960, p. 899. 
* For background, see ibid., Aug. 22, 1960, p. 267. 
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virate. Instead of being beguiled by the prospect 
of a nation from their group being one of the 
triumvirate, with the power of veto, they realize 
quite clearly what Mr. Khrushchev has in mind. 

I have seen it stated that Mr. Khrushchev has 
had the initiative at the General Assembly. Quite 
frankly I get a little irritated with the assertion 
we often hear that the Soviet bloc has the initiative 
or that they are on the offensive and the United 
States and the free world are on the defensive. 
When this assertion is analyzed, we generally find 
it is based on the fact that the Soviets are making 
some move or other or making some statement or 
other or delivering some note or other. 

If by initiative one means trumpeting accusa- 
tions, making threats, pounding on the table, 
shouting at the speaker who has the floor, or put- 
ting on a circus to get publicity, I might be will- 
ing to admit that the Soviet bloc has the initiative. 
But in the same way you might say that a whirling 
dervish has the initiative simply because he never 
stands still. 

If by initiative one means coming forward with 
constructive proposals and following through on 
them, then I think the United States and other 
nations of like mind have the initiative. 

President Eisenhower said in a press conference 
a few weeks ago that he would not go to the 
United Nations to debase it. No one else should 
either. The hopes of all peoples, whether on this 
side or the other side of the Iron Curtain, lie in 
the United Nations. They should not be disap- 
pointed. 

I am confident that the great majority of dele- 
gations at the United Nations see through the So- 
viet maneuvering and stage acting that has been 
going on and will not relish the efforts to make 
the U.N. a propaganda sounding board. 

As for the United States, President Eisenhower 
made a series of proposals to the General Assem- 


bly. These were not just so many words in a 
speech. They were carefully thought through; 


they were designed to contribute to international 
agreement; and we intend to follow up on them 
during the General Assembly. 

The United States delegation has already pro- 
posed an agenda item to carry forward the Presi- 
dent’s five-point program proposed for the or- 
derly and peaceful development of Africa.s In 
so doing, our delegation stated that this program 


8 Tbid., Oct. 24, 1960, p. 657. 
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would be spelled out in more concrete detail later 
on in the Assembly. We are in course of these 
preparations now. 

We are likewise moving forward on the other 
proposals contained in the President’s address, 
such as those on outer space and on disarmament, 
These proposals will be discussed shortly in the 
committees of the General Assembly. 

As Mr. Khrushchev prepares to leave New 
York tomorrow, after 3 weeks at the United Na. 
tions, the question may legitimately be asked 
whether he gained or lost by his presence here, 
Although such a question is impossible of defini- 
tive answer, a few observations may be permitted, 

The Soviet Premier lost, in my opinion, by his 
opening speech, which was negative and denuncia- 
tory in character, in contrast with the positive 
address by President Eisenhower, which contained 
many constructive proposals. 

He lost by his proposal to eliminate the office of 
the Secretary-General. The overwhelming ma- 
jority of member states quickly saw that this 
meant the end of the United Nations as an effective 
institution. 

He lost by his direct attack on Secretary-Gen- 
eral Hammarskjold. The enthusiastic ovations 
given Mr. Hammarskjold are sufficient proof. 

He lost by creating a U.S.S.R. versus U.N. 
conflict. Previously all emphasis had been on a 
U.S.S.R. versus U.S.A. conflict. He lost by his 
rough tacties, which lowered the previous high 
level of dignified procedure of the U.N. 

He lost in all the important votes which were 
taken while he was there. 

Mr. Khrushchev, however, might feel that he 
won because of all the publicity he received. A 
consummate politician, he may believe that, even 
though much of the publicity produced unfavor- 
able impressions, he did not care what they said of 
him so long as they spelled his name right. 

He might also feel that his actions at the U.N. 
strengthened the Soviet Communist Party’s claim 
to primacy in the Communist orbit in the face of 
the conflict that has developed between the Soviet 
Union and Communist China. 

He might also believe that he gained something 
through his contacts with the chiefs of state, heads 
of government, and foreign ministers in New York. 

Putting all the possible losses and possible gains 
on the scales, I believe the losses outweighed the 
gains. 


Department of Stafe Bulletin ) 


— 


Natio! 


The 
Unite 
Bui 
Unite 
Me 
effort 
Jomat 
the li 
Ow 
ean lin 
and, k 
tion, } 
\ leader 
vail v 
bitter 
cholos 
coexis 
We 
ruthle 
perha 
The 
} js to 1 
with 1 

| front 
} their 
| democ 
We 
prepa: 
rent is 
with t 
ventin 
» The 
inspec 
vulnet 
towar 
| a peac 
| resour 
\ be cha 
oursel 
At 1 
tary ¢ 
limites 
likely 





) war th 


from | 


believe 
The 

proble 

ship. 


ace i 


} 


Octob, 


| later 
these 


National Strategy 


The United States seeks to strengthen the 
United Nations. We give it our sincere support. 








other | But it will doubtless take many years before the 
dress, | United Nations can be a guarantor of our security. 
ment, Meantime the major portion of our diplomatic 
in the | effort will be carried on through our normal dip- 

| jomatic channels, international conferences, and 

New | the like. 
dNa- | Our national strategy rests on the hope that we 
asked } can live in the same world with the Communist bloc 

here, | and, barring the tragedy of conflict by miscalcula- 
lefini- | tion, prevail without resort to general war. Soviet 
itted, \ leaders profess to believe that their system can pre- 
by his | vail without general war but with constant and 
uncia- | bitter struggle in the political, economic, and psy- 
sitive } chological fields. This is what they call “peaceful 
tained | coexistence,” although it is anything but peaceful. 

We must therefore accept and prepare for a 

lice of ‘ruthless global competition over a long period, 
* ma- | perhaps several decades. 

t this | The free world has before it two “musts.” One 

ective } js to maintain adequate military strength, along 

with unity. The other is to demonstrate on a wide 

-Gen- | front that underdeveloped peoples can improve 

ations } their economic status within a framework of 
f. | democratic institutions. 

U.N. | We seek to avert general war, but we must be 
| on a / prepared for it. An invulnerable nuclear deter- 
by his rent is therefore vital to carrying on the struggle 
high | with the Communist bloc in all fields while pre- 

venting the outbreak of general war. 
| were The other side of this coin is disarmament with 

inspection. While making our deterrent as in- 
at he / vulnerable and constant as possible, we must strive 
d. A } toward verified disarmament which points toward 
, even | 4 peaceful and safer world. Thereupon the vast 
favor- | fesources now devoted to armaments can largely 
aid of \ be channeled into constructive purposes both for 

ourselves and for less developed countries. 
.UN.| At the same time we must possess flexible mili- 
claim | ry capabilities to meet effectively the threat of 
ace of | limited war. Such limited operations appear more 
Seviit likely than general war. Since the end of the last 

/ war there have been 22 limited operations, ranging 

thing | from Korea to Lebanon, and there is no reason to 
heads | believe there will not be others. 

York | There is, I believe, a tendency to express all 
gains | Ptoblems in terms of the U.S.-U.S.S.R. relation- 
A the } ship. It is true that virtually every problem we 
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flict between the Communist bloc and the free 
world. It is true that we must have ever in mind 
the announced determination of Mr, Khrushchev 
and his followers to bring about the eventual tri- 
umph of communism over the free world by 
methods just short of general war. These meth- 
ods involve unremitting struggle in the political, 
economic, and psychological fields. 

Nevertheless this is not a struggle just between 
the Soviet Union and the United States. Rather 
it is between the Soviet bloc and the free world. 

If we look at it in merely bilateral terms we 
fail to take into just account the vital contribution 
our Allies are making to our common security. 
We fail to give the weight we need to give to the 
Mutual Security Program, which assists our 
Allies to maintain their strength. We fail to 
foster the close unity that must prevail among 
the Allies. 

Too much emphasis has been given to the 
growth of Soviet power and too little emphasis 
to the growth in Western European power. Al- 
though we have heard much concerning the 
increase in the Soviet’s rate of production since 
the war, the fact is that the increase in Western 
Europe’s rate of production is greater. The 
heightened politicoeconomic power position of 
Western Europe, and its power potential for the 
future, are developments of enormous importance. 

Viewing the present world struggle in purely 
bilateral terms also neglects the contribution that 
can be made toward peace by the nations in the 
free world which are not allied with us. These 
have been called the neutralist or uncommitted 
nations. I do not believe that either word is 
accurate. In great majority they are neutralist 
or uncommitted only in the sense that they refrain 
from joining the Allies or the Soviet bloc in for- 
mal security pacts. They are not neutralist or 
uncommitted when it comes to choosing between 
the human freedoms and the dignity of the indi- 
vidual, exemplified by the United States and most 
of its friends, as opposed to the subordination of 
the individual to the state, exemplified by the 
Soviet Union and even more so by Communist 
China. Many of them have taken strong meas- 
ures against the Communist parties in their 
own countries. These nations in considerable 
majority have supported us in the United Nations. 

We Americans need to realize more clearly that 
there can be no monolithic dogma in the free 
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world such as is imposed in the Communist bloc. 
The free world is more diversified than the Com- 
munist bloc. It shares no consensus on the best 
way to maintain independence from communism 
or on the approaches to the internal problems of 
modernization and industrialization. 

The free world presents a spectrum of dispari- 
ties and antagonisms for the Communists to ex- 
ploit—the “haves” versus the “have nots,” anti- 
colonialism, neutralism, collective security and 
base arrangements, authoritarian versus demo- 
cratic governments, new nations lacking full 
capacity for self-government, trade difficulties, 
and the like. 

We thus have to work hard to convey to other 
nations a correct understanding of our actions and 
motives. And we have to work hard to acquire, 
ourselves, a correct understanding of the actions 
and motives of other nations in the free world. 
Thus mutual understanding becomes of increasing 
importance as many new nations come into being. 

One of our most difficult problems as a “have” 
nation is the scope and pace of change in the 
world. Both the United States and the Soviet 
Union are concerned with the problem of coping 
with forces that generate instability and conflict. 
But our approaches differ. The United States 
seeks to channel these forces to constructive pur- 
poses aiming at a new world order freely arrived 
at. The Soviet Union seeks to destroy the free- 
world structure in order to build its own world 
hegemony based on rigid disciplines of ideology, 
political organization, and economic regimenta- 
tion. 

The United States by itself cannot direct the 
conflicting and revolutionary forces of change 
throughout the world. Many contain elements of 
danger, irrationality, and irresponsibility. We 
must often live with dilemmas for which there are 
no complete answers, only partial solutions. But, 
while we cannot direct, we still must do our utmost 
to infinence the forces of change in the direction 


of peaceful change. 


Facing the Future 

We are now approaching the end of the first 
year of anew decade. This decade, without doubt, 
will be a erucial one in our history. I am con- 
vinced that we can face it with confidence. Our 
prestige is high, our power dominant, our ideals 
untarnished. 
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The world is changing, but we, who have always 
been a nation of constructive change, can success. 
fully help guide in the right direction the change 
occurring elsewhere. 

With the future help of men and women of 
ability and vision, such as the Rensselaer Poly. 
technic Institute audience I have had the honor 


of addressing, our prospect of a world of peace 
with justice will prevail. 


U.S. Refutes Soviet Charges Against 
NATO and Role of West Germany 


Department Statement * 


The Soviet note [of October 6] is ostensibly in 
reply to the United States note of August 8, 1960: 
From its timing, it is obvious that the Soviet note 
is a transparent attempt to confuse the discussions 
now in progress at the United Nations and is in- 
tended to distract attention from those Soviet 
actions—both in and outside the United Nations— 
which are the real causes of tension and unrest, 
From the wholly unfounded attacks against 
NATO [North Atlantic Treaty Organization] 
defenses and the role of the Federal Republic of 
Germany in those defenses, contained in the Soviet 
note, it can only be surmised that the Soviet 
leadership feels compelled to engage in such 
obvious distortions because it realizes that: its 
own actions over recent months have in increas: 
ing measure caused apprehension and concem 
throughout the world. 

In attacking the Federal Republic’s role in 
NATO, the Soviet Government conveniently 
ignores the fact that the Soviet-sponsored arma- 
ment of the Fast German puppet regime dates 
back to 1946, that as early as 1948—7 years before 
the Federal Republic became a member of 
NATO—so-called “armed-alert” 
tions quartered in barracks in East Germany 
numbered 104,000, and that today armed and mili- 


police forma- 


tarily trained personnel in East Germany nun 
ber, in proportion to population, four to five time; 
the total for the Federal Republic. 


* Read to news correspondents on Oct. 7 by Francis W: 


Tully, Jr., Department press officer. 
* For text, see BULLETIN of Aug. 29, 1960, p. 347. 
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By making unfounded charges against NATO 
) defense measures, the Soviet note constitutes a 
patent effort to divert attention from Soviet- 
inspired actions. These include threats by the 
East German regime against the people of Berlin, 
persistent Soviet refusal to permit the people of 
Eastern Europe and East Germany freely to de- 
’ termine their own future, Soviet threats to use 
rockets in pursuance of Soviet policies, Soviet 
actions in breaking off the 10-power disarmament 
discussions in Geneva, and Soviet attacks against 
the very foundation of the United Nations. 

These policies pursued by the Soviet Govern- 
} ment make more obvious than ever the need for 
collective security in the free world, including the 
full participation of the Federal Republic of 
Germany in NATO. 

The hypocritical nature of the Soviet allega- 
tions was vividly demonstrated in the scene in 
’ st Berlin last May and in May 1959, when a 
full-scale review of East German troops marched 


past banners calling for a demilitarized ‘free 


city” of West Berlin. 


U.S. Repeats Position on German 
Peace Treaty, Defense Contribution 


Following is a statement made to news corre- 
spondents on October 11 by Francis W. Tully, J’., 
Department press officer, regarding a joint state- 
ment? issued by Czechoslovakia, East Germany, 
Poland, and the Soviet Union on October 10. 





With regard to the two principal subjects treated 
in the statement, namely, the demand for the sig- 
lature of separate peace treaties with the Fed- 

} eral Republic of Germany and the East German 
puppet regime and the contribution of the Fed- 
eral Republic to Western defense, the position of 
the United States Government has been clearly 
stated on many occasions. The United States and 
its Western allies have insisted that a peace treaty 
can only be concluded with a single German fov- 
ermment elected by the German people on the basis 
of the free exercise of the principle of self-de- 
(rmination. The acceptance of any other pro- 
cedure for the achievement of a final German set- 
lement would result in the recognition of the 


icnceininaiinetainieaien 


’For text, see U.N. doe. A/4540. 
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permanent division of Germany, which in our 
view would constitute a serious threat to world 
peace. 

On the question of the Federal Republic’s con- 
tribution to the defense of the free world within 
the framework of the NATO alliance, I refer you 
to our note to the Soviet Union of August 8, 1960,? 
and to the Department’s statement of last Friday 
[October 1] dealing with the recent Soviet note 
on the same subject. 


Ignace Jan Paderewski Honored 
as “Champion of Liberty’’ 


Remarks by Under Secretary Merchant * 


I am deeply pleased to join with you in com- 
memorating the addition of Ignace Jan Paderew- 
ski to the distinguished roll of Champions of 
Liberty. 

It is fully fitting that he be so honored. While 
Paderewski the artist achieved world fame, Pad- 
erewski the patriot never turned away from the 
goal of freedom for his country. As he once 
stated it: “The vision of a strong and independent 
Poland [was] the lodestar of [his] existence. Its 
realization [was] the great aim of [his] life.” 
When, in the course of devoting himself to the real- 
ization of this aim, Paderewski turned to the 
United States for support, he found it in great 
measure. He found it because his cause—national 
independence—was the cause out of which our 
Nation was born and which we have championed 
throughout our history. 

The spirit of patriotism and the search for free- 
dom and independence, which Paderewski exem- 
plified in his time, live on in the world today as 
men seek to achieve or preserve their freedom. 
Based on our national tradition and respect for 
the dignity of man, we sympathize with and sup- 
port the aspirations of all men for freedom and 
We continue to work toward the 





independence. 
goal of a world in which liberty will be a fact for 
all mankind. It is by this effort that we can best 
do honor to Tenace Paderewski and the other 
patriots whom we call Champions of Liberty. 


*For text, see BuLLETIN of Aug. 29, 1960, p. 347. 
® Made at a ceremony dedicating the Ignace Jan Pad- 


erewski “Champion of Liberty” postage stamp at Wash- 
ington, D.C., on Oct. 8 (press release 586). 
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Question of Chinese Representation 


Statements by James J. Wadsworth 
US. Representative to the General Assembly 


STATEMENT IN GENERAL COMMITTEE, 
SEPTEMBER 27 


U.S. delegation press release 3507 


The United States is opposed to the inscription 
of the item proposed by the Soviet Union con- 
cerning the representation of China in the United 
Nations. We believe that the wise and proper 
course for the Assembly at this session is the 
same course which it has followed at previous 
sessions, namely, not to consider any proposal 
during this session to exclude representatives of 
the Republic of China or to seat representatives 
of the People’s Republic of China. 

Let me explain very briefly the reasons for 
our view. It is not at all what Soviet Foreign 
Minister [Andrei A.] Gromyko pretended in his 
recent memorandum ! requesting that this subject 
be put on our agenda, in which he said that the 
United States opposes the seating of Communist 
China because we “take a negative attitude to- 
wards the State system established by the people 
of China.” That isnot the point at all. 

The United States believes that at the heart 
of the United Nations lies the spirit of tolerance 
and that every nation has a right under the 
charter to establish its own state system or gov- 
ernmental system, provided only that it lives up 
to the charter. 


Record of Communist China 

What we object to in the case of Communist 
China is not a so-called “state system” but a 
record of outrageous behavior which consistently 
flouts the charter and holds it in contempt. I 


* U.N. doc. A/4474, 
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U.N. General Assembly Again Decides Not To Consider 


will not dwell on the familiar aspects of that 
record: the aggression in Korea which was con- 
demned by the Assembly and whose results con- 
tinue to this day; the persistent use of violence 
and threats of war in attempts to conquer the 
Republic of China on Taiwan; the continuous 
undermining of many nations in southeast Asia 
by subversion and guerrilla war. There are 
newer developments as well, and I shall mention 
only three. | 

First, the Chinese Communists have not been 
content with their subjugation of Tibet, which 
only last year was debated and deplored by the 
General Assembly.2) By armed incursions and 
seizure of territory they have been pushing south: 
ward from Tibet to extend their control over the 
land and the citizens of other nations. That may 
help to explain the fact that, among the peoples 
of that part of the world, the cause of seating the 
representatives of Peiping in this organization has 
undergone what we characterize as a certain de- 
cline in enthusiasm. 

Second, in recent months Chinese Communist } 
authorities have been proclaiming the extraordi- 
nary doctrine that they do not fear a worldwide 
war fought with hydrogen bombs because they say 
such a war would bring the world to communist. 
I would quote their exact words : “On the debris of 
a dead imperialism”—and I suppose, Mr. Prest- 
dent, that that is intended to refer to a great ma- 
jority of the states represented here—“on the 
debris of a dead imperialism, the victorious people 
would create with extreme rapidity a civilization) 
thousands of times higher than the capitalist sys ) 











~~ 











? BULLETIN of Nov. 9, 1959, p. 683. 


— 


Department of State Bulletin| 


fem 


Tha 
Apr 
publ 
whic 
mun 
viole 
the ( 

TI 
Cons 
Afri 
the g 


conte 


it Is 


phra 
terve 
unde 
alism 
“the 

the [ 
most 


the b 


Comr 
No 
that 
State 
Natio 
they « 
titude 
tion 
Here 
from 
any ee 
borin; 
the L 
tary-( 
and o 
lese l 
persor 
or the 
tary-( 
The 
tives 
would 
everyt 
guard 
Afric: 
seriou 
of the 
attack 


Octobs 





yf that 
AS con- 
ts con- 
iolence 
er the 
inuous 
t Asia 
re are 


vention 


t been 
which 
by the 
s and 
south- 
rer the 
it may 
eoples 
ng the 
on has 
in de- 





~—S 


nunist } 
aordi- 
dwide 
ey say 
nism. 








pris of 
Presi- 
it ma- 
mn the 
reople 
zation 


st sys} 








a 


ulletin 


tem and a truly beautiful future for themselves.” 
That quotation, Mr. President, comes from the 
April 1960 issue of ed Flag, which is an official 
publication of the Chinese Communist Party, 
which is the effective ruling authority in Com- 
munist China. IT think that the cult of fanatical 
violence which it expresses is unique, even among 
the Communist countries. 

Third and last, in the crucial matter of the 
Congo, which means so much for the future of 
Africa and for the future of the United Nations, 
the government of Peiping has openly expressed its 
contempt for this organization. On September 14 


it issued an official statement which contains 


phrases like these: “the acts of aggression and in- 
tervention in the Republic of the Congo carried out 
under the flag of the United Nations by imperi- 
alism headed by the United States” ; another quote, 
“the United Nations forces under the control of 
the United States”; and still another quote, and 
most unfortunate, “Mr. Hammarskjold always at 
the beck and call of United States imperialism.” 


Communist China’s Attitude on Africa 

Now, Mr. President, fantastic misstatements of 
that kind do not necessarily hurt the United 
States and may not necessarily hurt the United 
Nations or its eminent Secretary-General. But 
they do expose clearly for the world to see the at- 
titude of Communist China on the Congo ques- 
tion and, indeed, on the whole future of Africa. 
Here is Communist China, a land 8,000 miles away 


| from the Congo, which has never had relations of 


any consequence with the Congo or with the neigh- 
boring area, which has seen fit to attack and vilify 
the United Nations and its distinguished Secre- 
tary-General for their activities to promote peace 
and order and advance the welfare of the Congo- 
lese people. I do not wish in these remarks to 
personalize anything having to do with the office 
or the institution, as he so well said, of the Secre- 
tary-General. 

There can be no doubt that, if the representa- 
tives of Peiping were in this body today, they 
would be pushing as hard as they can to tear down 
everything the United Nations is doing to safe- 
guard the freedom and independence of the new 
African nations. We cannot in good conscience 
seriously consider admitting a country to the work 
of the United Nations when that same country is 
attacking in a most vitriolic way this organiza- 
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tion and its members for engaging in tasks at the 
mandate of the Security Council and of the Gen- 
eral Assembly vital to the peace of the world. In 
the face of similar attacks, the General Assembly 
less than a week ago overwhelmingly reaffirmed 
its policies in the Congo and its confidence in the 
institution of the Secretary-General of this organ- 
ization.° 

Mr. President, this is a historic year of growth 
for the United Nations. We have admitted a 
large number of new members and, as I under- 
stand it, no later than tomorrow we are to admit 
still more. In doing so, we have expressed our 
judgment that each of them meets the require- 
ments of the charter that it is peace-loving and 
that it is able and willing to carry out the obliga- 
tions imposed by the charter. 

The United States welcomes these nations 
because we believe in a growing United Nations 
which as it grows remains true and helps to 
develop the principles of the charter. The rulers 
of the People’s Republic of China are not true to 
the charter. They practice aggression; they 
preach violence; and they are openly contemptu- 
ous of this organization of which we are proud to 
be members. To admit them here in the face of 
such a record of misconduct, and into the bargain 
to expel the Republic of China, which through all 
its difficulties has been faithful to this organiza- 
tion and to its charter, would be unthinkable. It 
is hard to believe that it would have any good 
effect on Peiping, whose rulers have shown how 
impervious they are to outside influence. But for 
the United Nations it would be a grave step back- 
ward at a crucial moment in the history of this 
organization. 

For all these reasons, Mr. President, the United 
States opposes the Soviet proposal, and in so doing 
we propose the following resolution and ask that 
the General Committee report it favorably to the 
Assembly. I will read the resolution: 4 

The General Assembly 

1. Decides to reject the request of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics for the inclusion in the agenda of its 
fifteenth regular session of the item entitled “Representa- 


tion of China in the United Nations” ; 
2. Decides not to consider, at its fifteenth regular ses- 


3 Tbid., Oct. 10, 1960, p. 583. 
‘The U.S. draft resolution was adopted by the General 
Committee on Sept. 27 by a vote of 12 to 7, with 1 absten- 


tion. 


679 








sion, any proposals to exclude the representatives of the 
Government of the Republic of China or to seat repre- 
sentatives of the Central People’s Government of the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of China. 


FIRST STATEMENT IN PLENARY, OCTOBER 1 


U.S. delegation press release 3515 


The General Assembly has before it a draft res- 
olution recommended by the General Committee 
which reads as follows: 

The General Assembly 

1. Decides to reject the request of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics for the inclusion in the agenda of its 
fifteenth regular session of the item entitled “Representa- 
tion of China in the United Nations” ; 

2. Decides not to consider, at its fifteenth regular 
session, any proposals to exclude the representatives of 
the Government of the Republic of China or to seat repre- 
sentatives of the Central People’s Government of the 
People’s Republic of China. 

Now, the effect. of the adoption of this resolution 
by the General Assembly will be that without fur- 
ther debate at this session the proposal to expel the 
Republic of China from this organization and to 
seat in its place the People’s Republic of China 
will once again be rejected, as it has been rejected 
every year since 1951. 

In the General Committee we stated briefly our 
reasons for our strong opposition to the Soviet 
proposal. Now, before the entire membership of 
this great body, I should like to set forth our 
reasoning in more detail. 

Before doing so, however, let me dispose of one 
argument which has been made and which has 
nothing whatever to do with the case. The Soviet 
Union has repeatedly alleged that we of the United 
States oppose the seating of Communist China 
because we take what Mr. Gromyko called “a nega- 
tive attitude towards the State system” which 
exists on the mainland of China. 

I should like to echo the wise words of Prime 
Minister Macmillan, who said to the Assembly in 
his eloquent address on Thursday [September 29] : 
“We must at least free ourselves from old and 
worn-out slogans and obsolete battle cries.” The 
question before us is not a clash between so-called 
“state systems.” It is not a matter of words or 
slogans. It is a matter of actual deeds which 
offend the principles of the United Nations and 
the conscience of mankind. 
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U.N. Operation in the Congo 


, = 
Now let me recall for a moment. the situation jy 


which the United Nations finds itself at this point 
inhistory. For it cannot be denied that this Soviet 
proposal concerning China, although it has been 
raised and rejected every year in the General 
Assembly for years past, has never been raised at 
a more historic and critical moment—a moment of 
greater promise and greater danger—than that 
which the United Nations faces today. 

This 15th year of the United Nations has been 
called “the year of Africa.” It is an apt. descrip- 
tion. Already at this session we have admitted to 


. . ” } 
membership 16 new African states. They cover 4 


million square miles across the center of that great 
continent—more than a third of its entire terri- 
tory. They have just emerged into independence 
and are eager to contribute to our work and to 
obtain for themselves and their people the bene- 
fits of the charter—an assurance of peace and inde- 
pendence and, as the charter says in its eloquent 
preamble, of “better standards of life in larger 
freedom.” To help them attain those benefits is 
a challenge to this organization and its members 
which will merit our best efforts for years to come. 

That is one of the fundamental facts about this 
moment in the history of the United Nations. 


And it is among the chief blessings in the history ) 


of our troubled century that this great transition 
has been largely peaceful. 

The tragic exception is the present strife in 
the Congo, which only days ago commanded the 


. . i 
urgent attention of the General Assembly in 


emergency session. There the United Nations has 
been laboring in the greatest operation of its ca- 
reer, against both internal disorder and external 
intervention, in order to guard the sovereign inde- 
pendence of a new nation. 

The issue which still must be decided by events 
is momentous: whether the people of the Congo— 
and, perhaps, of all Africa—shall enjoy the herit- 
age of freedom and independence which has beet 
awaiting them and which is their birthright, oF 
whether they shall be engulfed by a new kind of 
imperialism. 

It is therefore pertinent, Mr. President, to find 
out what attitude, if any, has been taken toward 
the United Nations operation in the Congo by 
the Chinese Communist authorities whom the So 
viet Union now wishes us to seat in our midst. 

We are not without evidence on this point. 02 
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September 12 the Mayor of Peiping, Mr. Peng 
Chen, who is also a member of the ruling Polit- 
buro of the Chinese Communist Party, which in 
turn is the supreme authority in Communist 
China, made a speech to a rally in Peiping in 
which he said : 

The recent armed intervention of the U.S. imperialists 
in the Congo under the cover of the U.N. flag has dis- 
closed most nakedly that U.S. imperialism is the most 
vicious enemy of the national independence movement 
in Africa. 

Then 2 days later, on September 14, the govern- 
ment in Peiping issued an official government 
statement about the situation in the Congo. I 
quoted this statement in the General Committee. 
It is full of such phrases as “the United Nations 
forces under the control of the United States.” 
It contains a particularly offensive reference to 
“Hammarskjold, always at the beck and call of 
United States imperialism.” 

That is the official Chinese Communist night- 
mare version of the facts about the situation in 
the Congo, a situation in which the United States 
has not taken a single step except at the request 
of the United Nations, in a program supported by 
the overwhelming majority of members here. 

Reflecting on such statements, it takes only a 
little imagination to perceive that, if Communist 
China had a seat in this organization today, they 
would make an all-out attempt to tear down 
everything that the United Nations is trying to 
do in the Congo and throughout Africa. They 
would be praising the independence movement 
with their lustiest voices while trying to fasten 
on the peoples of Africa a system which the 
peoples of every continent have come to recognize 
as anew imperialism. 

If today the spokesmen of Peiping had access 
to these halls and to this speakers’ rostrum, that 
is the purpose for which they would use them. 
No delegate familiar with their record of be- 
havior can doubt that that is true. 

This would be a very strange way indeed in 
which to “vastly enhance”—and again I quote 
the Soviet memorandum—“to vastly enhance the 
prestige and authority” of the United Nations. 
And it is an exceedingly strange way for any 
country or authority to promote its chances for 
admission to this organization. 

Now, that attitude of Communist China on 
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African matters is no sudden and temporary aber- 
ration. It is characteristic of the entire aggres- 
sive and warlike behavior of Communist China, 
which I shall now proceed to sum up as briefly as 
possible. 


Aggressive Behavior of Communist China 


In Korea in the fall of 1950, when the United 
Nations forces had almost finished defeating the 
aggressor army of Communist north Korea, a mil- 
lion Chinese Communist troops poured into 
Korea to renew the aggression. For this, in Feb- 
ruary 1951, Communist China was condemned by 
a vote of the General Assembly which remains 
valid to this day. After 2 years of bitter war 
against the United Nations, an armistice was 
achieved. The Chinese Communists violated the 
armistice by callously refusing to account for 
thousands of prisoners of war in their hands— 
which they have never done to this day—and by 
illegally reinforcing their military forces in north 


Korea. They sabotaged the inspection system set 
up under _ ; armistice agreement to prevent such 
violat’ To this day the only terms on which 
they s expressed willingness to see the Korean 


nat.vu unified are such as to guarantee that the 
entire nation would be rendered helpless against 
their pressure and would fall into Communist 
hands. 

Throughout these years they have drummed into 
the minds of helpless, captive Chinese people the 
myth that the United States was the aggressor in 
Korea and that the United Nations action there 
was part of a United States plot “to strangle the 
New China in its cradle.” 

In the Taiwan Strait Communist China has 
been using armed forces intermittently since 1950 
as part of its violent campaign to seize Taiwan 
and the Pescadores and thus to destroy the Repub- 
lic of China. Twice, in 1955 and again in 1958, 
its acts of violence and threats against Taiwan 
reached such a pitch as to bring the specter of 
general war to the western Pacific. To this day 
it continues its capricious and wanton bombard- 
ment of the offshore islands, causing death and 
injury to many civilians. 

Since 1955 the United States has sought in over 
100 ambassadorial meetings with representatives 
of Communist China to work out an agreement 
by which neither side would use force in the 


681 








Taiwan Strait. They have stubbornly refused to 
make any such agreement. 

In southeast Asia also Communist China’s rec- 
ord is one of aggressive pressure. They began in 
February 1950 by calling on all the peoples of 
southeast Asia to overthrow their governments. 
For many years they gave material support and 
propaganda encouragement to Communist guer- 
rillas who were trying to overthrow the govern- 
ments of the Philippines and Malaya. In north 
Viet-Nam, a Communist state which owes its ex- 
istence in great measure to the Chinese Com- 
munists, they have helped the regime to enlarge 
its army greatly both in troop strength and in 
weapons—all in violation of the armistice terms 
applying to that area. 

The outrages of Communist China in Tibet are 
well known. As early as February 1950, within 
months of their accession to power, they sent an 
army to subdue the traditionally self-governing 
mountain kingdom of Tibet. In 1959 they tight- 
ened their control by summarily dissolving the 
Tibetan Government and establishing a so-called 
“Tibetan autonomous region” which has no au- 
tonomy at all. It is a colonial despotism. 'Thou- 
sands of Tibetans were massacred. The Dalai 
Lama, the spiritual and temporal ruler of Tibet, 
was driven into asylum abroad. The war against 
the Tibetans has continued in 1960 with frequent 
reports of heavy fighting. The Chinese Com- 
munist troops have even violated international 
frontiers in their efforts to hunt down Tibetans 
trying to escape. This matter is so serious that 
the General Assembly will debate it this fall for 
the second year in succession. 

In the past year the Chinese Communists have 
moved beyond Tibet and have made military in- 
cursions into the territory of the sovereign nations 
of south Asia. Prime Minister Nehru of India 
has described these incursions bluntly as “aggres- 
sion.” Official maps issued by Communist China 
show as Chinese large areas long regarded by 
Characteristically, 
while conducting these aggressive moves the Chi- 


other states as their territory. 


nese Communists make loud charges of aggression 
against the very states which they offend. 

Thus, all along the borders between Commu- 
nist China and non-Communist Asia there is 
trouble and discord, From Korea south and west 
along the 6,000-mile are that ends in the Hima- 
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layas, we find a history of Chinese Communist 
complicity in military aggression, subversion, and 
outright seizure of territory. 

On the mainland of China uncivilized acts 
against nationals of other countries are standard 
practice. Hundreds of foreign Christian mission- 
aries have been arrested and many religious lead- 
ers killed. Hundreds of foreign civilians have 
been imprisoned. Countless members of the Mus- 
lim minority in China have been imprisoned for 
“carrying on counterrevolutionary activity under 
the cloak of religion.” 

Throughout the 10 years of Communist China’s 
violent career these actions have been accompanied 
by an official campaign of hate propaganda 
against foreign governments and peoples which in 
its massiveness and its viciousness must be un- 
equaled in the history of the world. The chief 
target of this abuse has been the United States, 
The intensity of this campaign is illustrated by 
this quotation from a Peiping radio broadcast of 
June 23,1960: 

The anti-U.S. propaganda week in Peking entered its 
third day today. Various types of propaganda activities 
are under way throughout the city. All the literary and 
art groups in Peking are mobilized to take part in the 
anti-U.S. struggle. The stage play group of the air 
force’s political department has rushed back to Peking 
from Tsingtao. The central folk music ensemble and the 
central song and dance ensemble are busily composing and 
rehearsing programs which will expose the nature of U.S. 
imperialism. Other drama and song ensembles from 
Hunan, Shanghai, Shantung, and other areas now per- 
forming in Peking are also engaged in anti-U.S. propa- 
ganda activities. 

That, Mr. President and fellow delegates, is the 
daily diet of ideas for the Chinese people. 

Now, Mr. President, the United States is not 
really hurt by this insane abuse. The people who 
are hurt are the Chinese people, who are required 
to engage in the senseless orgies of hatred against 
a so-called “foreign devil” about whose real nature 
they have never been allowed to know anything. 
All those who know something of China’s great 
culture must grieve at such a degradation. 

It is said sometimes that such emotions must be 
whipped up in order to make the Chinese people 
produce more goods. But truly it should be pos- 
sible to raise a people’s standard of living without 
requiring them to live in such a mental inferno, 
the existence of which is in itself a danger to 
international peace. 
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Standards of U.N. Charter 


Such, then, is the actual record of behavior of 
the Chinese Communist regime which the Soviet 
Union proposes for admission to the United 
Nations. Now let us compare that behavior with 
the standards of the charter. Article 1 says that 
the purposes of the United Nations are: 

To maintain international peace and security, and to 
that end: to take effective collective measures for the 
prevention and removal of threats to the peace, and for 
the suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of 
the peace, and to bring about by peaceful means, and 
in conformity with the principles of justice and inter- 
national law, adjustment or settlement of international 
disputes or situations which might lead to a breach of 
the peace. 

All members are obligated by article 2 to pursue 
those purposes. 

Then in article 4 the charter provides that 


Membership in the United Nations is open to all other 


peace-loving states which accept the obligations contained 


in the present Charter and, in the judgment of the Organi- 
zation, are able and willing to carry out these obligations. 


Certainly no regime with the record which I 
have just described can be expected to pursue the 


| purposes of the United Nations, nor can it be 


called “peace-loving.” 

This is proved once again by the Chinese Com- 
munist attack—from which I quoted a moment 
ago—against the United Nations effort to help 
bring peace and true independence to the Congo. 
No more eloquent proof could be offered that the 
Chinese Communists oppose the United Nations 
Charter and are contemptuous of those who de- 
votedly serve it. 


Cult of Violence 


Let me emphasize once again that the aggressive 
practices of the present rulers in Peiping are not 
something sporadic or superficial. They are sys- 
tematic. They spring from an addiction to power 
and violence which is rooted in the system of 
thought of the Chinese Communist leaders. 

In 1938 Mao Tse-tung wrote this: 

Every Communist must grasp the truth that political 
power grows out of the barrel of a gun.... In this 
sense we can even say that the whole world can be 
remolded with a gun. 

It would be pleasant to believe that the cult 
of violence expressed in those words, written 22 
years ago, had now given way to mellower 
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thoughts. Unfortunately this is not the case. 
Only yesterday the news appeared of a new book 
issued by Mr. Mao which not only repeats what 
he said in 1938 but makes it stronger as the years 
go by. 

Now, when Mr. Mao says and talks about 
“imperialists and reactionaries” he refers to your 
government and mine, Mr. President, and those 
of the great majority of nations in every quarter 
of the globe which are represented in this hall. 
And when he proposes to “overthrow all reaction- 
ary rule, and win a lasting peace for mankind,” 
his intention is to remake the world in the image 
of Communist China. That is his plan, as he 
freely tells us. 

Now let us see how the Chinese Communists pro- 
pose to carry out that plan, a plan to overthrow 
our governmental systems—whether they intend 
to use violence or peaceful means. On April 16, 
1960, there appeared in Peiping an article of great 
significance in the magazine Red Flag. Now 
this is not a privately published magazine—a 
phenomenon which does not exist on the mainland 
of China; this is the official journal of the Cen- 
tral Committee of the Chinese Communist Party, 
which is another name, of course, for the supreme 
ruling group in Communist China. What ap- 
pears in its pages is holy writ for every member 
of the ruling class in that area. And here is what 
it says about revolutions which overthrow non- 
Communist governments: 

Revolution means the use of revolutionary violence by 
the oppressed class, it means revolutionary war. 

In fact, this same article does not even recoil 
from the thought of a worldwide war—a war 
fought with hydrogen bombs—no recoil there, if 
only that will promise the conquest of the world 
by communism. World opinion was quite skepti- 
cal when a number of prominent personalities 
began about 2 years ago to tell of conversations 
with Chinese Communist leaders in which those 
leaders said that China could withstand a hydro- 
gen war because, even after losing some 300 mil- 
lion people, they would still have 300 million left 
who could then proceed to communize the world. 
Such a willingness to sacrifice hundreds of mil- 
lions of Chinese in a single stroke seems too fright- 
ful to believe. But now, in their official journal, 
Red Flag, Chinese Communists say that they do 
not fear a hydrogen war because 
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. on the debris of a dead imperialism, the victorious 
people would create with extreme rapidity a civilization 
thousands of times higher than the capitalist system and 
a truly beautiful future for themselves. 

This, I believe, Mr. President, is the only re- 
corded instance of a group of men anywhere in 
the world believing that a world war fought with 
hydrogen bombs, in which up to a half or more 
of their own huge population could be wiped out, 
would lead to a beautiful future for anybody. 
Such a fanatical addiction to violence seems with- 
out equal even among the Communist nations— 
to judge by recent statements from within the 
Communist bloc to the effect that “only madmen 
and maniacs can speak of a new war.” And yet 
this is the mentality which the Soviet Union says 
we should welcome into the fold of the United 
Nations in order to “enhance the prestige and au- 
thority of the organization.” 


Refutation of Arguments for Admission 


Let it be remembered, Mr. President, that what 
is proposed here is not only that the United Na- 
tions should seat the Chinese Communists, but in 
order to make room for them the United Nations 
should in effect expel the Republic of China. 
That is a fate which the charter, in article 6, re- 


serves for members which have “persistently vio-. 


lated the Principles contained in the present 
Charter.” 

The Republic of China, through all the diffi- 
culties which it has suffered, remains to this day 
the true repository of the ancient culture and gen- 
ius of the Chinese people. It has never violated 
the United Nations Charter. It has fulfilled its 
obligations as a member of the United Nations. 
It has never incurred the censure of this organi- 
zation. It has faithfully contributed its efforts 
and its wisdom to our work. 

Now, before I conclude, let me deal briefly with 
certain arguments which are sometimes advanced 
on this subject. 

First, we sometimes hear it said that Commu- 
nist China is indeed guilty of gross violations of 
the charter but that admitting its representatives 
to the United Nations would tend to remedy its 
extreme behavior by exposing the regime to mod- 
erating ideas and influences. 

Now, the charter gives no basis for such an argu- 
ment, since eligibility for admission depends on 
whether a state is peace-loving, not on whether it 
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stands in need of reform. Even so, this argu. 
ment might carry weight if there were any facts 
at all to support it. But there are none. 

This regime that we are discussing has consist- 
ently demanded a seat in this body as a right, even 
while they were in the act of aggression against 
the United Nations. They have never shown any 
willingness to moderate their policies out of defer. 
ence to the United Nations Charter or to the ex- 
pressed views of this organization. On the one 
occasion in the winter of 1950 and 1951 when their 
emissary came to the United Nations, his attitude 
was arrogant and inflexible. Later, whenever they 
have been invited to take part in any particular 
deliberations here, they have refused. They have 
continued to denounce the United Nations. They 
have made it clear that they would accept a seat 
only on their own terms, but to admit them on 
these terms, with no abatement of their present 
policies, would only reward them for their uncom- 
promising attitude and thereby strengthen rather 
than weaken their addiction to aggression. 

Then there is a second argument—that to ex- 
clude the Chinese Communists adds to the danger 
of war because, we are told, there is no place except 
in the United Nations in which to negotiate with 
them. Yet my own country has negotiated with 
them over the past 8 years—at Panmunjom, in 
Geneva, and in Warsaw. We have negotiated with 
them about Korea, about the prisoners whom they 
unlawfully detained, and about the Taiwan Strait. 
The lack is not of a forum for negotiation but of 
a willingness on the part of the Chinese Commu- 
nists to settle any important question except by 
capitulation to their own intransigent terms. 

Finally, it is sometimes argued that refusal to 
seat the Peiping regime in the United Nations 
denies representation in this world body to 600 
million mainland Chinese. In view of the long 
record of aggressions and threats of war by the 
Peiping regime, this argument would have no 
validity under the charter even if it were true. 
But the truth is that the rulers of Peiping do not 
represent the Chinese people. The Peiping regime 
was imposed by military force, and in 10 years 
it has carried out political purges which have 
brought death to some 18 million Chinese. And 
within the past 2 years, as all of you know, it has 
imposed a commune system, which is slave labor 
in all but name, upon 120 million families. 

Surely no government which represents its peo- 
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ple has to resort to wholesale murder and mass 
slavery to keep itself in power. 


Door Open for Honest Negotiation 


Mr. President, I conclude. It is tragically true 
that the mainland of China today is to a great 
extent isolated from the rest of the world. But 
it is not we who have isolated it. The Communist 
rulers of China have isolated themselves—and 
isolated some 600 million Chinese people into the 
bargain—from the standpoint of world organiza- 
tion by a wall of fanatical hatred and violence 
against all those whom they cannot dominate. 
Their behavior is the antithesis of everything for 
which the United Nations stands. To admit them 
here would be to stultify our organization and to 
subject it to a stunning blow at the very moment 
when it faces new and historic tasks for the sake 


| of freedom and peace. 


We must hope and work constantly for better 
things. We must keep the door open for honest 
negotiation. We must look forward to the day, 
which will surely come, when the Chinese people, 
free at last from their imposed isolation and from 
the poison of official hatred, will be permitted to 
renew civilized human contact with the outside 
world and to rejoin the family of man, to which 
they have contributed so much in ages past. 


SECOND STATEMENT IN PLENARY, OCTOBER 1 


U.S. delegation press release 3516 

As representative of the United States, I de- 
liberately sought to delay my statement in right 
of reply for a few moments for several reasons, 
and I wish to thank you for your courtesy in 
breaking into the inscribed list and allowing me 
to briefly state my position. 

I did not wish to have my remarks come im- 
mediately after the intervention by the representa- 
tive of the Soviet Union because I did not wish 
this grave and basic issue to seem to be a private 
quarrel between two opposing great powers. 

I think it may also be understood if I say 
frankly that I also wished a slight delay so that 
I too would not be intemperate in my reply. 

Mr. Khrushchev has sought to distort the image 
of the United States. I want to say this: There 
is more freedom, there is more opportunity, there 
is more well-being for every American—I say 
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every American, regardless of race, color, or 
creed—in the United States than there is in any 
Communist country. Anybody who knows Amer- 
ica knows this to be true. 

But, Mr. President, over and above the slurs 
and distortions cast upon my country, I think 
that we here in this chamber, having heard what 
was said and the way in which it was said, must 
once again feel a sense of deep disturbance in 
behalf of the United Nations itself. I do not 
speak merely from the standpoint of being regu- 
larly surprised and not a little bit shocked at the 
spectacle presented by the representative of the 
Soviet Union in this chamber—whether he be 
on the rostrum or in his own seat—but I must 
say that it casts a good deal of doubt upon the 
possibility of serious, constructive, calm negotia- 
tion for disarmament or for any of the larger 
aspects of peace in our time. 

I am deeply sorry in behalf of the United Na- 
tions that we have been subjected to this doubt, 
and I can only hope that the intemperate out- 
bursts which we heard this morning will not be 
repeated and that the oft-reiterated position of 
the United States that we are ready to negotiate 
whenever there is sincerity in negotiation and 
possibility of success will again prevail. 


FIRST STATEMENT IN PLENARY, OCTOBER 8 


U.S. delegation press release 3523 

After listening to the speakers of the past sev- 
eral sessions which have been devoted to this sub- 
ject, I have felt obliged to ask to exercise once 
more my right of reply in order to clear up certain 
misunderstandings and misconceptions. I am 
truly sorry to inflict on the members of this hon- 
orable body any more oratory on this subject, but 
I am constrained to do so by what I have heard 
from many of the previous speakers. 

The problem of Communist China did not orig- 
inate with this organization or with the United 
States. It was the high command in Peiping, 
the rulers of Communist China, who launched the 
attack against the United Nations in Korea. 
Since that day, almost exactly 10 years ago, the 
Chinese Communists have preached and practiced 
the doctrine that force must be used to perpetuate 
and expand their system beyond its present terri- 


‘tory. They continue to press outward from their 
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borders, apparently not caring how much they 
endanger peace. 

Now, in my remarks on October 1st, I sum- 
marized the past and present record of the Chinese 
Communist regime to show its aggressive and war- 
like behavior. I need only recall for purposes of 
today’s remarks the undisputed fact that as a 
result of its aggression in Korea, where over 1 mil- 
lion of its troops were thrown into battle against 
the United Nations, Communist China was con- 
demned by a vote of the General Assembly—a 
vote which, of course, has never been rescinded. 
And to this day the reunification of Korea by 
free elections under the auspices of the United 
Nations is being refused. 

The Chinese Communists have even said, at the 
very moment that we here are trying to find ways 
of eliminating atomic weapons, that they have 
nothing to fear from—in fact they would wel- 
come—atomic warfare. This is a fantastic and 
monstrous statement. 

Last Thursday, October 6th, the leader of the 
Polish delegation [Wladyslaw Gomulka| seemed 
to doubt the information I had given on this point 
and intimated that he would like to know my 
sources. Iam gladtoobligehim. First, I quoted 
the amazing Chinese Communist view that a ther- 
monuclear war would lead to, and [ quote, “a truly 
beautiful future,” end of quote, for the survivors. 
That statement appears in an article entitled 
“Long Live Leninism!” in the April 15, 1960, 
issue of the Peiping magazine Red Flag, the offi- 
cial journal of the Central Committee of the Chi- 
nese Communist Party; one could scarcely find a 
higher body to which to refer. 

Second, I referred to reports that the Chinese 
Communists were prepared to sacrifice half their 
population in a thermonuclear war, in the belief 
that the remaining 300 million would then proceed 
to communize whatever was left of the world. 
Now there are a number of sources of this report. 
Here is what was said: 

It is also interesting to note that the Chinese leaders 


attacked us on account of our foreign policy, a policy of 
coexistence among states and peoples with different state 
Systems. ... 


Comrades, that is precisely the trouble. They do not 


like our peaceful policy—the policy of peace, the policy 


of coexistence. But war cannot solve the various diffi- 
culties encountered in building socialism, even if a coun- 


try has 600 million inhabitants—a fact which some of its 


people are fond of stressing, saying that in any possible 
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war, in a conflict of that kind, there would still be 309 
million left: that is to say, 300 million would get kinea 
and 300 million would be left behind, but there would be 


no one left except them. 


This quotation is from a speech by Marshal Tito 
of Yugoslavia on June 15, 1958. That is the ac. 
count of the Chinese Communist idea as given by 
Marshal Tito. I hope that this reference would 
answer Mr. Gomulka’s question. 

The truth about the Chinese Communists is clear. 
No amount of distortion, hoping, or wishful 
thinking is going to alter it. Their record in in- 
ternational affairs is a long chronicle of violent 
aggression. ‘They have an addiction to force asa 
rooted principle and a fanatical hostility toward 
those whom they cannot control, And_ these 
characteristics are, I submit, repugnant to the 
United Nations and decisively disqualify them to 
sit in this organization. 


“‘Principle of Universality’”’ 

Now, Mr. President, a number of speakers have 
cited the so-called “principle of universality” as 
if it were an accepted lega) principle which should 
lead the United Nations General Assembly to con- 
sider the change which has been suggested here, 
But this idea of universality is not supported by 
the charter. I ask the members to reread article 
4. This does not provide that membership in the 
United Nations is open to all states, regardless of 
their qualifications. On the contrary, it lays down 
the requirements that members shall be peace- 
loving, shall accept the obligations of the charter, 
and shall, in the judgment of the organization, be 
able and willing—let me stress that last word— 
willing to carry out these obligations. So that 
those who advocate admitting this regime on the 
basis of universality apparently ignore the fact 
that the charter lays down certain criteria for 
judging states which seek admission. And the 
rules of procedure of the General Assembly repeat 
these criteria, specifically requiring the Assembly 
to consider whether an applicant is a peace-loving 
state. By this criterion Communist China utterly 
fails to qualify. How different is this regime 
from those of the new members which we have 
admitted this year! 

We have heard some speakers who apparently 
would like the United Nations to say to the peo- 
ple in Peiping: “You don’t qualify, but because 
you are so big we will ignore the criteria and let 
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you in.” I suggest that such an approach is bad 
jaw, bad sense, and bad for the organization. 
Then other speakers seem to want us to say: 
“Your behavior is bad and for that you don’t 
qualify, but we will let you in and perhaps we can 
reform you.” Not only does the charter give no 
ground for this view; experience gives still less, 
In fact, it is clear that the Chinese Communists 
would consider their being seated in the United 
Nations as a complete vindication of their bellig- 
erent policies. And they, as well as a large pro- 
portion of the world, would consider that they 
had shot their way into their seats in this hall. 
Now there are some who allege that the Chinese 
Communist regime represents the will and aspira- 
tions of the people of China. I have dealt with this 
briefly before, but here is another point to consider. 
Do these who allege this—do these men forget that 
when the soldiers of the so-called “Chinese People’s 
Volunteers”? who had surrendered to United Na- 





tions forces in Korea were offered a chance to 
return to their homeland, despite all the blandish- 
ments and, yes, all the threats hurled at them by 
Communist agitators, a huge majority of them— 
16,000 men—refused to go home, even though a 
great many of them realized that they might be 
doing a serious disservice to their families who 
were still at home by such a refusal. Now, that the 
Peiping regime controls the people of the main- 
land no one will deny; it is regrettable but true. 
But they cannot be said to represent them. 

The head of the Soviet delegation [Nikita S. 
| Khrushchev] cited the establishment of diplomatic 
relations between Communist China and a number 
of United Nations member states. Leaving aside 
the Soviet bloc members, I think we ought to realize 
that only one-quarter of the non-Communist 
membership of the United Nations has relations 
with Peiping. To my mind this is not a very large 
figure to boast about, considering the other claims 
which are made for this regime. 

Again Mr. Khrushchev, and also some of his 
colleagues, made much of a supposed attempt by 
the United States to push through a “two-China” 
concept. There is no such attempt, and there never 


This is one of the very few topics on which 





was. 
there is complete agreement between the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of China and the Chinese 
Communist regime; and since both have main- 
tained emphatic opposition to this concept, Mr. 
Khrushchev’s charge is, on the face of it, absurd. 
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Mr. President, the issue is not “two Chinas” or 
“one China.” It is the behavior of the China which 
seeks admission now in place of the China which 
has been sitting here so honorably since the incep- 
tion of this organization. It is the history of this 
regime, who alone among the world’s divided coun- 
tries—China, Korea, Viet-Nam, and Germany— 
claim the right to reunify their country by war. 
And now apparently Mr. Khrushchev endorses 
their claiming this right, even though he has said 
that anyone thinking of another war must be 
maniacs and madmen. This is what he said last 
Saturday: 

“T consider this to be a most legitimate right for 
the Chinese People’s Republic. We have sup- 
ported these endeavors in the past on the part of 
the Chinese People’s Republic, we are supporting 
them now, and we shall continue to support 
them”—the use of force, those last four words 
parenthetically, but to continue with the quote— 
“T should also like to point out that the Chi- 
nese Government is demonstrating considerable 
restraint.” 

T may say, Mr. President and honorable mem- 
bers, that the degree of “restraint” was clearly 
shown by the 170,000 shells of Soviet manufacture 
which the Communists fired into the islands in 
question during the recent visit of President 
Eisenhower. 


General Committee’s Recommendation 

Now I would like to turn, Mr. President, to a 
few other points which have been raised in the 
discussion. 

In the first place the General Committee has 
been criticized for something which in fact. it 
never did. The representative of India [V. K. 
Krishna Menon] on October 3 said that the Gen- 
eral Committee in its report is usurping the 
Assembly’s power of discussion. Now this is 
simply not so. We here right now and for a num- 
ber of days have been debating and discussing this 
question. Paragraph 10 of the General Commit- 
tee’s report clearly states that the committee’s 
action is a recommendation to this Assembly to 
adopt a resolution contained in paragraph 10 of 
the report—merely a recommendation. And the 
General Assembly, not the General Committe, 
must make the decision on this question. The com- 
mittee has not taken over this task or even 
attempted to do so. 
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During this debate Mr. Menon also made refer- 
ence to my description of the manner in which the 
Chinese Communists had come to power and have 
maintained themselves in power. My words which 
he actually quoted were, and I requote, “The 
Peiping regime was imposed by military force, 
and in 10 years...” and so forth. That is from 
Mr. Menon’s speech, and that is all that he quoted. 
He then remarked that that was equally true of 
the United States, whose government was imposed 
by force in the American War of Independence, 
and that he therefore hoped that no American 
schoolboy would read my speech. I am frankly 
surprised at this statement, coming from the repre- 
sentative of a friendly country. 

The whole world knows, Mr. President, that 
the Government of the United States was not 
imposed by force upon the American people. It 
was demanded by the people and created by the 
freely elected representatives of the people, who 
had learned the rights of free men from their 
English forebears and from their other forebears, 
many of whom came from other countries. The 
people and the Government of the new American 
nation fought together for those rights. Mr. 
Menon may wish to rewrite history, but he would 
be well advised to study American history a bit 
more extensively. At the same time we hope, and 
I hope, that every American schoolboy will study 
both his words and mine. 

That much applies to the few words of my state- 
ment which were quoted. But still less does his 
comparison between Communist China and the 
United States apply to the part which was not 
quoted and which I must quote again at this point. 
Here is what I actually said, the total quote: 

The Peiping regime was imposed by military force, and 
in 10 years it has carried out political purges which have 
brought death to some 18 million Chinese. And... it 
has imposed a commune system, which is slave labor in 
all but name, upon 120 million families. 

Surely no government which represents its people has 
to resort to wholesale murder and mass slavery to keep 
itself in power. 

This is the reality of what has happened in 
Communist China, and we should not play the 
ostrich, even though hiding our eyes may be more 
convenient and certainly more pleasant. 


Question of Disarmament 


Before I conclude, let me deal with one addi- 
tional point of importance. 
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A. number of speakers have expressed an appre- 
hension that progress on disarmament cannot be 
achieved unless the Chinese Communists sit at the 
table as members of the United Nations. 

Now, Mr. President, let us face some inescapable 
facts here. Disarmament can only be accom- 
plished if those engaged in negotiations on this 
matter accept the fundamental premise that war is 
wrong and that they must therefore under suitable 
balances and controls dispense with the weapons 
of war. All the current participants in negoti- 
ations on disarmament have declared their accept- 
ance of this premise. Even under those conditions 
the task of overcoming the fear and prejudice 
which besets this problem is discouragingly great. 

I ask you: Could we expect to ease those tasks 
by adding to the negotiators at this stage a regime 
which steadfastly proclaims and acts on the belief 
that war is inevitable and desirable—meaning, of 
course, that weapons are therefore inevitable and 
desirable? Let us first seek an agreement among 
those who believe to the contrary that war can 
and should be eliminated as an instrument of 
national policy. All nations, of course, must be in- 
cluded when disarmament and _ verification 
arrangements become worldwide. But the first 
task is to make a beginning, a beginning which is 
so long overdue. To those of you who sincerely 
want disarmament—and I think that embraces 
virtually every person in the room—I ask you to 
reflect for a moment on the atmosphere we would 
face here in the General Assembly today if the 
Chinese Communists were in fact seated. Picture 
them in this hall today preaching the gospel of 
hatred, the gospel of violence. Would the work 
of this great organization for peace be advanced! 

Had this regime taken part in the decisions on 
the Congo, there can be no doubt that it would 
have added all of its weight to the forces trying 
to tear down the United Nations operation in the 
Congo, both here in New York and in the field. 
They would have wished to subject the people of 
the Congo to a Communist imperialism at a time 
when the efforts of the United Nations should, 
must, and are being directed toward upholding 
the independence of the Congo and keeping all 
elements of the cold war out of that country. 

Mr. President, in this critical hour of the his- 
tory of the United Nations the United States 
remains convinced that the best course for the 
Assembly is to confirm the recommendation of the 
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General Committee that this question not be con- 
sidered further this year. For this reason we 
fully support the resolution which is contained 
in paragraph 10 of the report of the General 
Committee and which was recommended by that 
body. 

It of course follows that the United States is 
opposed to any attempt by amendment or sub- 
amendment to reverse the sense of the General 
Committee’s recommendation. The subamend- 
ment proposed by Guinea in document A/L.815/ 
Rev.1 is, of course, designed to reverse the Gen- 
eral Committee’s recommendation. The adoption 
of the Guinean amendment would mean a recom- 
mendation that the General Assembly should in- 
gribe this item. The United States will there- 
fore vote against it. 

The same may be said for the amendment sub- 
mitted by the representative of Nepal in document 
A/L.314. The United States will vote against 
both parts of this amendment. 

Mr. President, I strongly hope that the Assem- 
bly, as in years past, will uphold the recommenda- 
tion of its General Committee.° 


SECOND STATEMENT IN PLENARY, OCTOBER 8 


U.S. delegation press release 3524 


The Assembly has decided for the 10th consecu- 
tive year not to place on its agenda the question 
of Chinese representation. It has again agreed 
not to consider any proposals to unseat the Repub- 
lic of China or to seat Communist China. 

This shows that the United States policy to keep 
Red China out of the United Nations, in light of 
Red China’s aggressive and warlike behavior, 
continues to have the support of the majority of 
the world community. This is true despite the 
heavy pressures put on many states to vote the 
other way. We welcome the fact that the United 
Nations, which is now composed of 99 members, 
including the new African states, has rebuffed 
Communist China’s continued campaign to shoot 
its way into the United Nations. 


——____ 


*The General Assembly on Oct. 8 adopted the recom- 
mendation of the General Committee (U.N. doc. 
4/4520) not to consider the question of Chinese represen- 
tation at the 15th regular session. The vote was 42 to 34, 
With 22 abstentions. 
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Current U.N. Documents: 
A Selected Bibliography ‘ 


Security Council 


Second Report by the Secretary-General on the Imple- 
mentation of Security Council Resolutions S/4387 of 
14 July 1960 and S/4405 of 22 July 1960: Addendum No. 
8. Corrigendum. §$/4417/Add. 8/Corr.1and2. August 
19, 1960. 2 pp. 

Communication Received on 26 August 1960 From the 
President of the Government of the Federation of Mali 
and President of the Government of the Republic of 
Sudan, Addressed to the Secretary-General. S/4470. 
August 26, 1960. 7 pp. 

Letter Dated 9 August 1960 From the Secretary-General 
of the Organization of American States Addressed to 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations. $/4471. 
August 26, 1960. 3 pp. 

Letter Dated 26 August 1960 From the Chairman of the 
Disarmament Commission Addressed to the Secretary- 
General. 8/4473. August 26,1960. 2 pp. 

Letter Dated 12 September 1960 From the Representative 
of the U.S.S.R. Addressed to the President of the Secu- 
rity Council. 8/4506. September 13, 1960. 3 pp. 


General Assembly 


Report of the Board of Auditors on the Audit of the 
Accounts of the Voluntary Funds Administered by the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees for 
the Year Ended 31 December 1959. A/AC.96/97. 
August 16, 1960. 20 pp. 

Supplementary List of Items for the Agenda of the 

Fifteenth Regular Session of the General Assembly : 
Item Proposed by Cuba—Land Reform. Letter dated 

August 17, 1960, from the Permanent Representative 

of Cuba to the United Nations addressed to the 


Secretary-General. A/4439. August 18, 1960. 2 
Pp. ; 
Item Proposed by the U.S.S.R.—Representation of 


China in the United Nations. Cable dated September 
5, 1960, from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
the U.S.S.R., addressed to the Secretary-General. 
A/4474. September 6, 1960. 3 pp.; 

Item Proposed by Afghanistan, Burma, Ceylon, Ethi- 
opia, Federation of Malaya, Ghana, Guinea, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Morocco, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, 
Sudan, Tunisia, United Arab Republic, and Yemen— 
the Question of Algeria. Letter dated September 14, 
1960, from the Permanent Representative of Afghan- 
istan addressed to the Secretary-General. A/4418/ 
Add. 1. September 14, 1960. 3 pp.; 

Item Proposed by Morocco—the Problem of Mauritania. 
Letter dated September 14, 1960, from the Permanent 
Representative of Morocco to the United Nations 
addressed to the Secretary-General. A/4445/Add. 1. 
September 16, 1960. 3 pp.; 

Item Proposed by the U.S.S.R.—Threat to the Political 
Independence and Territorial Integrity of the Re- 
public of the Congo. Letter dated September 16, 
1960, from the Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
the U.S.S.R. addressed to the Secretary-General. 
A/4495. September 17, 1960. 3 pp. 


*Printed materials may be secured in the United States 
from the International Documents Service, Columbia 
University Press, 2960 Broadway, New York 27, N.Y. 
Other materials (mimeographed or processed documents) 
may be consulted at certain designated libraries in the 
United States. 
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U.S. Issues Reply to Charges Made by Cuban Prime 


in U.N. General Assembly 


Following is the text of a document released by 
the U.S. delegation to the U.N. General Assembly 
at New York on October 13 in reply to allegations 
made in the United Nations against the United 
States by Cuban Prime Minister Fidel Castro, 
together with a letter of transmittal from U.S. 
Representative James J. Wadsworth to U.N. Sec- 
retary-General Dag Hammarskjold requesting 
that the document be circulated to all members 
of the United Nations. 


LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 
Ocroper 12, 1960 


Excettency: On September 26, 1960, the 
Prime Minister of Cuba, while addressing the 
General Assembly, made many untrue and dis- 
torted allegations against the United States which 
could not be allowed to stand unanswered. In 
my brief reply before the Assembly on the fol- 
lowing day 1 I stated that the United States would 
shortly make available a document dealing fully 
with the issues involved. 

On the instructions of the United States Gov- 
ernment, therefore, I have the honor to request 
that the enclosed document, entitled “Facts con- 
cerning relations between Cuba and the United 
States: a reply to allegations against the United 
States by Prime Minister Fide] Castro of Cuba’, 
be circulated to all Members of the United Nations 
for their information. 

The United States Government, which together 
with the people of the United States entertains 
feelings of the warmest friendship and good will 
toward Cuba and her people, deeply regrets that 
such unfounded and hostile statements should 


For text, see BULLETIN of Oct. 17, 1960, p. 621. 
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Minister 


have been made and that it should be necessary 
to correct the record by means of this reply. 

Accept, Excellency, the assurances of my high- 
est consideration. 


JAmEs J. WADSWORTH 
His Excellency 
Mr. Dac HAMMaRSKJOLD, 
Secretary General, United Nations. 


TEXT OF DOCUMENT 


Facts CONCERNING RELATIONS BETWEEN CUBA AND THE 
UNITED STATES 


A Reply to Allegations Made in the United Nations Against 
the United States by Prime Minister Fidel Castro of 
Cuba 


On September 26, 1960, the Prime Minister of Cuba, 
Mr. Fidel Castro, addressed the General Assembly at 
considerable length on the relations between the present 
Cuban regime and the United States. His speech con- 
tained many unfounded accusations, half-truths, mali- 
cious innuendoes and distortions of history—all aimed 
against the historic friendship between Cuba and the 
United States, a friendship which he seems anxious to 
destroy. 

The most important charges against the United States 
which Prime Minister Castro made in this address had 
already been considered and rejected in two meetings 
of the Organization of American States, consisting of 
twenty-one republics of the Western Hemisphere, before 
he made them in the General Assembly.? The Foreigi 





* For text of a memorandum submitted by the United 
States to the Inter-American Peace Committee on June 
27, 1960, entitled “Provocative Actions of the Govert- 
ment of Cuba Against the United States Which Have 
Served To Increase Tensions in the Caribbean Area,” 
see ibid., July 18, 1960, p. 79; for text of a memorandun 
submitted on Aug. 2, 1960, entitled “Responsibility of 
Cuban Government for Increased International Tensions ; 
in the Hemisphere,” see ibid., Aug. 29, 1960, p. 317; for | 
supplement to the latter memorandum, see ibid., Sept. 12 | 
1960, p. 409. 
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Ministers of the OAS heard and rejected them at their 
meeting in San José, Costa Rica, in August.’ The dele- 
gates to the OAS economic conference in Bogota, Co- 
lombia, in September heard essentially the same charges 
from the representative of Cuba and again rejected them.* 
Now, in view of the repetition of these and other un- 
founded charges before the General Assembly, and out 
of respect for the opinions of the entire membership of 
the United Nations, the United States feels compelled 
once again to set the record straight. 


1, Cuban-United States relations since 1898 

The charge: That in times past “Cuba was virtually a 
colony of the United States”. . . “the apple was ripe and 
the United States Government held out its open hands.” 
That the Platt Amendment, granting the United States 
the right to intervene and to lease naval bases in Cuba, 
was “imposed by force” on Cuba. That the “coloniza- 
tion” of Cuba then began with “the acquisition of the 
best land by United States firms, concessions of Cuban 
natural resources and mines, concessions of public serv- 
ices for purposes of exploitation, commercial concessions, 
concessions of all types.” That “a greater part of the 
sugar production, the lion’s share of the arable land of 
Cuba and the most important industries ... belonged to 
North American companies.” 

The facts: When the people of Cuba sought independ- 
ence from Spain toward the end of the 19th century, 
the American people overwhelmingly sympathized with 
them. In 1898 the United States became the active ally 
of the newly independent Cuba. American soldiers 
fought side by side with Cuban patriots in the war for 
Cuban independence. 

In the years after Cuba became independent the new 
nation stood in obvious need of political and economic 
stability and of investment capital. The Platt Amend- 
ment, which governed United States relations with Cuba 
after the withdrawal of United States troops from the 
island, helped to assure these conditions. 

Prime Minister Castro did not mention the fact that 
the Platt Amendment was abrogated in 1934—twenty-six 
years ago—by agreement between the two governments. 
This step was taken during the Presidency of Franklin 
D. Roosevelt, author of the “Good Neighbor” policy, a 
policy which has remained in effect ever since. 

The Prime Minister also neglected to mention that in 
empowering the use of military forces to assist in the 
liberation of Cuba the Congress of the United States in 
1898 adopted a joint resolution, signed by the President 
the next day, explicitly disclaiming any intention of the 
United States to exercise sovereignty, jurisdiction or con- 
trol over Cuba as an aftermath of this assistance and 
endorsing the right of Cuba to be free and independent 
and under the control of its own people. 





*Ibid., Sept. 12, 1960, p. 395. 

‘The Special Committee of the Council of the Organi- 
zation of American States To Study the Formulation of 
New Measures for Economie Cooperation (Committee of 
21) met at Bogota Sept. 5-13, 1960. 
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As regards United States interests in Cuban sugar, it is 
probably true that at one time American-owned firms 
owned or leased most of the sugar lands and produced 
most of the Cuban sugar crop. However, long before 
Prime Minister Castro came to power United States cit- 
izens were reducing their sugar holdings. By 1959 they 
had an interest in no more than one-third of the sugar 
lands of Cuba, about 1,210,000 acres on which about one- 
third of the Cuban sugar crop was produced. 

Sugar production accounted for only a minor part of 
United States investment in Cuba. Only 25 per cent of 
United States investments were devoted to agriculture, 
and of that more than half represented sugar mills, not the 
growing of cane. The remaining 75 per cent were such as 
to promote not a one-crop economy but a highly diversified 
economy, with emphasis on industry and manufacturing. 
The major portion was invested in public utilities—elec- 
tricity and telephones—both indispensable to industrial 
growth and diversification and both regulated by the 
Cuban Government. Asa result Cuba had the fifth highest 
rate of electrical consumption in Latin America. In addi- 
tion, 10 per cent of United States investments were 
directly in manufacturing industries. 


2. The United States, alleged ally of monopoly and 
reaction 


The charge: “Why does the United States Government 
not want to speak of development? ... Because the Gov- 
ernment of the United States does not want to quarrel 
with the monopolies, and the monopolies need natural 
resources. ... The Government of the United States can- 
not propose a plan for public investment, because this 
would divorce it from the very raison d’étre of the United 
States Government, which is the United States monopolies. 
That is the true reason why no true program of economic 
development is planned: to preserve the land of Latin 
America, of Africa and of Asia, to keep it the private 
domain of those who wish to invest their surplus capital.” 
The United States has betrayed its revolutionary origin 
and has “become today the ally of all the reactionaries of 
the world, the ally of all the gangsters in the world, the 
ally of the landowners, the monopolists, the militarists 
and the fascists of the world, the ally of the most retro- 
grade and reactionary groups of the world.” 

The facts: The United States does speak of economic 
development of underdeveloped countries, and not only 
speaks of it but contributes increasing sums of money 
and energy to it, both through the United Nations and 
through other agencies, including the inter-American 
system. 

In fact, the United States Government contributes more 
to economic development of other countries than any other 
government in the world. Still larger is the outflow of 
United States private investment—which we believe, as 
do most other nations, makes a major favorable impact 
on the economic growth of under-developed countries and 
on the well-being of their peoples. 

As for “monopolies,” United States industries are for- 
bidden by law from engaging in monopolistic practices— 
by the Sherman Anti-Trust Act of 1890 and the Clayton 
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Anti-Trust Act of 1913, both of which are actively enforced 
by the United States Government. The Marxist idea of 
“monopolies,” applied to the United States, is a hundred 
years out of date. 

The picture of the United States as the ally of “gangsters 

. landowners... monopolists ... militarists ... fascists” 
is straight out of the mythology of Soviet communism—as 
are the economic theories quoted above. 

The raison d’étre of the United States Government is 
not “monopolies”. It is, in the words of the United States 
Constitution, “to form a more perfect Union, establish 
Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the com- 
mon defence, promote the general Welfare, and secure the 
Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity.” 





3. The U.S. Naval Base at Guantanamo 


The charge: That “because of the Platt Amendment, 
imposed by force on our people, the Government of the 
United States took upon itself the right to establish naval 
bases on our territory, a right that it imposed on us by 
force and which it has maintained by the same means.” 

The facts: The United States never “took upon itself” 
or “imposed by force” any right respecting Guantanamo. 
Nor do United States rights in Guantanamo arise from 
the now-defunct Platt Amendment. 

In 1902 and 1903 the United States conducted diplo- 
matie negotiations with the Republic of Cuba for the 
purpose of acquiring the right to establish coaling and 
naval stations on Cuban territory. As a result of these 
negotiations, two executive agreements were signed in 
1903. The first provided for the lease to the United 
States of certain designated territory at Guantanamo 
Bay. The second agreement spelled out the terms of the 
lease. 

The validity of these agreements was reaffirmed by 
Article III of the 1934 Treaty of Relations between the 
United States and Cuba, which is still in effect and 
which provides: 

“Until the two contracting parties agree to the modifi- 
eation or abrogation of the stipulations of the agreement 
in regard to the lease to the United States of America of 
lands in Cuba for coaling and naval stations signed by 
the President of the Republic of Cuba on February 16, 
1903, and by the President of the United States of Amer- 
ica on the 23rd day of the same month and year, the 
stipulations of that agreement with regard to the naval 
station of Guantanamo shall continue in effect. The 
supplementary agreement in regard to naval or coaling 
stations signed between the two governments on July 2, 
1903, also shall continue in effect in the same form and 
on the same conditions with respect to the naval station 
at Guantanamo.” 


These instruments were not imposed by force. They 
were negotiated between sovereign governments. It is 
particularly necessary to recall their provisions because 
Prime Minister Castro has raised a current question 
concerning Guantanamo (see item 14 below). 


4. The United States attitude toward the Batista 
government 


The charge: That “the military group that tyrannized 
over our country ... was based upon the foreign in- 
terests that dominated the economy of the country’— 
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meaning those of the United States—because it was “the 
type of government that was chosen and preferred by 
the monopolists.” ; 

The facts: The type of government existing in Cuba 
is the affair of the Cuban people. Since World War II 
the United States has maintained normal relations with 
Cuban governments of varying political tendencies: Colo- 
nel Batista in 1940; Dr. Ramon Grau San Martin jn 
1944, who promoted social reforms against opposition 


from both right and left wings, including the Con- 
munists; Dr. Carlos Prio Socarras in 1948, who won 


out over both Communist and Batista forces and sought 
economic progress for his country ; beginning in 1952, the 
second Batista government; and, until frustrated by sys- 
tematic hostility, the present Cuban government. The 
idea that leaders of such varying persuasions could have 
been imposed on the Cuban people by United States 
“monopolists” is ridiculous, and is an insult to the ¢a- 
pacity of the Cuban people to govern themselves. 

The United States has a firm policy of non-intervention 
in Latin American affairs, stemming from the “Good 
Neighbor” policy of 1984 and in harmony with the 
United Nations Charter and the Treaty of Rio de Janeiro. 
The United States regards the principle of non-interven- 
tion as one of the cornerstones of the inter-American 
system. 


5. U.S. military aid to Cuba 


The charge: That “the Batista regime stayed in power 
with the assistance of tanks, planes and weapons sup- 
plied by the Government of the United States”; that the 
officers of the army under Batista “were instructed and 
trained by a military mission of the United States”; and 
the use of this U.S. materiel and training “to fight the 
Cuban revolutionaries ... had received the previous 
agreement of the Government of the United States.” 

The facts: The United States military missions in Cuba 
were established in 1950 and 1951, pursuant to mission 
agreements between Cuba and the United States. This 
took place during the Presidency of Dr. Carlos Prio 
Socarras, not of Colonel Batista. These agreements, like 
similar agreements with most of the other American 
Republics, had as their sole purpose cooperation in the 
military defense of the Western Hemisphere and, in this 
case, specifically of Cuba and the United States. The 
function of the missions was to give technical advice, 
arrange for the admission of Cubans to United States 
military schools and academies, and to help in the pro- 
curement of military equipment and arms needed for the 
common defense. 

Equipment was provided to the Cuban Governmett 
under a agreement for hemisphere 
defense negotiated with and signed by the Prio Govert- 
ment, prior to the advent of President Batista. 

Any use made by the Batista government of this equip- 
ment, or of military training provided by the United States, 
in order to combat Cuban revolutionaries, was done witb- 
out the consent of the United States authorities and in 
disregard of the agreement. The missions had no contact 
whatever with any military operations against the revolt: 
tionaries, trained no personnel for this purpose, and were 


mnilitary assistance 


Department of State Bulletin 

















no 


Un 
Th 


mo 
the 
ati 
be 
suc 
7 
the 
I 
figu 
ear 
pre 
ket, 
dec 
$4, 
the 
abo 
B 
inte 
Cut 
000, 
000- 
dec: 
It 
Nor 
trac 
rat] 
Atte 
prin 
gro 
for 
trac 
othe 
as hh 
mul 
Agri 
the | 
f 
Cub 
for 
to i 


wor 


Oct 


as “the 
Ted by 


1 Cuba 
War II 
IS with 
> Colo- 
rtin in 
osition 
> Com- 
10 won 
sought 
152, the 
by sys- 
t. The 
id have 
States 
the ca- 


vention 

“Good 
th the 
aneiro. 
terven- 
lerican 


power 
ons sup- 
rat the 
ed and 
”*: and 
ht the 
revious 
Pou 
n Cuba 
nission 
This 
s Prio 
ts, like 
lerican 
in the 
in this 
The 
advice, 
States 
1e pro- 
for the 


rnment 
isphere 
rovern- 


- equip- 
States, 
e with- 
and in 
contact 
revolu- 
d were 


ulletin 











not present at any time in the zones of operation. 

When it became evident that Cuba was undergoing a 
revolution which had the support of a large part of the 
Cuban population, the United States showed its deter- 
mination to stay out of Cuba’s internal conflict by sus- 
pending all sales and shipments of combat arms to the 
Batista government. This suspension was publicly an- 
nounced in March 1958, ten months before the Castro 
forces took power. After March 1958 the United States 
did not make any combat arms available to the Batista 
government, either directly or through third countries or 
in any other way. 


6. Cuba’s balance of payments: “‘monopolies .. . 
sucking its blood’’ 


The charge: That “the balance of payments in the last 
ten years, from 1950 to 1960, has been favorable for the 
United States vis-a-vis Cuba to the extent of $1 billion.” 
Thus, that Cuba, “a poor and under-developed country 

. was contributing to the economic development of the 
most highly industrialized country in the world.” That 
the President of the United States did not want this situ- 
ation changed but rather wanted the new government to 
be “true to the monopolies that were exploiting Cuba and 
sucking its blood.” 

The facts: These assertions are factually incorrect and 
the inferences drawn from them are illogical and untrue. 

In the decade 1949-1958, the latest for which reliable 
figures are available, Cuba’s exports to the United States 
earned $4,405,000,000. (This includes $756 million of 
premium payments for Cuban sugar sold in the U.S. mar- 
ket, over and above world sugar prices.) In the same 
decade Cuba imported from the United States goods worth 
$4,676,000,000. Thus Cuba’s adverse trade balance toward 
the United States was not $1 billion in this decade, but 
about $271,000,000. 

But even this figure does not truly describe Cuba’s 
international trading position. During the same decade 
Cuba’s imports from all countries amounted to $6,319,000,- 
000, while her exports to all countries totaled $6,835,000,- 
000—a favorable over-all balance of $516,000,000 for the 
decade, indicating a healthy trading position. 

It is this over-all trading balance that is most significant. 
Normally a free-trading nation does not seek a bilateral 
trade balance with each and every trading partner, but 
rather an over-all balance of payments with all countries. 
Attempts to balance trade bilaterally, as on the barter 
principle, restrict trade unnecessarily and impede economic 
growth and the improvement of living standards. Thus, 
for example, the United States has a favorable balance of 
trade with some of the American Republics, whereas in 
others the balance is adverse to the United States by ratios 
as high as two to one. This principle of balancing trade 
multilaterally is one of the cornerstones of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, of which both Cuba and 
the United States are members. 

The advantage of this multilateral trading system to 
Cuba is easily shown. The dollars which Cuba earned 
for goods sold to the United States could be used freely 
to import other goods into Cuba from anywhere in the 
world. The fact that Cubans actually bought from the 
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United States slightly more than they sold to the United 
States did not result from any artificial barter or quota 
requirement and was not “blood sucking.” It was purely 
the result of competitive forces and of the free choices of 
Cuban traders. 

Under the present government Cuba has artificially 
reduced imports from the United States by more than 
one-half. There was no economic necessity for this. In 
the years before Prime Minister Castro came to power 
Cuban foreign exchange reserves, averaging $270,000,000, 
were sufficient to cover temporary fluctuations in Cuba’s 
balance of payments. The only possible conclusion is that 
the reduction of trade with the United States was arti- 
ficial and politically motivated. 

In exchange for her former dollar earnings, and her 
freedom to seek the greatest advantage for Cuban traders 
and consumers in the markets of the world, Cuba has been 
developing a new system of barter transactions with the 
Soviet Union. In those transactions Cuba will have no 
choice as to the country to which it will sell or from which 
it will buy. It will have no chance to benefit from 
competition in price, quality or style among various po- 
tential trading partners. Its transactions, instead of 
earning hundreds of millions of dollars a year which can 
be spent anywhere in the world, will yield only fractional 
amounts of free currency for Cuba’s use in world trade. 


7. Terms of payment for seized lands in Cuba 


The charge: That the United States, in demanding 
“speedy, efficient, and just” payment for United States- 
owned lands seized by the Castro regime, was in effect 
telling Cuba: “Pay now, cash on the spot, and what we 
ask for our lands’’—thus forcing Cuba ‘“‘to choose between 
an agrarian reform and nothing.” 

The facts: The United States never made such a de- 
mand. Several times, it is true, the United States has 
asked the Cuban government to make “prompt, adequate 
and effective compensation” to American citizens whose 
lands had been taken under the agrarian reform law. 
But the United States never demanded payment “now, 
cash on the spot, and what we ask,” or attempted to im- 
pose any other fixed or rigid terms. We sought only to 
bring about negotiation of the question of compensation, 
in accordance with accepted principles of international 
law. 

This was the least that could be asked. The laws 
prevailing in Cuba in the years when the seized lands 
were originally bought by United States citizens all con- 
tained provisions for prior compensation in case of ex- 
propriation. Yet, over one year after the Cuban agrarian 
reform law was passed, not one American owner has 
received compensation for lands taken under this law. 
In his United Nations speech, in fact, Prime Minister 
Castro asserted an alleged right to seize such properties 
“without indemnity’—a notion which directly flouts inter- 
national law. 

The United States has a long record of cooperation 
with countries seeking to carry out sound land reform 
programs. On June 11 and October 12, 1959, the United 
States expressed to the Cuban Government its full support 
for soundly conceived programs of rural betterment— 
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including badly needed land reform.’ The implication 
that the United States sought to interfere with the Cuban 
land reform program, either by making unreasonable de- 
mands for compensation or in any other way, is groundless. 


8. Cuban sugar exports to the United States 


The charge: That the United States, by reducing in 
1960 the quota of Cuban sugar annually imported into the 
United States at premium prices, committed “economic 
aggression” against Cuba. 

The facts: This charge is absurd. It was Cuba under 
Prime Minister Castro, not the United States, which first 
-~aused drastic reductions in Cuban-United States trade. 
In the sugar trade alone, months before the United States 
reduced Cuba’s sugar quota, Cuba made firm agreements 
to export a large part of its present and future sugar 
crops to the Soviet Union and Communist China. In 
the interest of its own economy the United States could 
not remain tied to a source of supply burdened with this 
new obligation and with many other new uncertainties. 

These facts deserve to be set forth in more detail. 

In January 1960, seven months before the United States 
Congress acted to reduce the Cuban sugar quota, the pres- 
ent Cuban government began a series of steps to obstruct 
trade with the United States. These steps included: 

New import licensing requirements contrary to Cuba's 


obligations under the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade. 


Threats and pressures on traditional Cuban customers of 


the United States to divert their orders to suppliers in 
other countries. 


Reduction of the import quota on United States rice by 
more than 25 per cent; severe limits on dollar exchange 
allowed by the government for rice imports from the 
United States; imposition of a new “contribution” (i.e., 
duty) on all rice imported from the United States; and, 
meanwhile, duty-free importation of at least 16,500,000 
pounds of rice from a third country under a new bi- 
lateral trade agreement. 


New surcharges, ranging from 80 per cent to 100 per cent, 
on remittances of dollar exchange needed by Cuban 
importers to pay for certain kinds of commodities nor- 
mally imported from the United States. 

A new order that all Cuban exporters and other Cubans 
who earn dollars or other foreign exchange in their 
business must surrender all this foreign exchange to the 
government. 

Refusal to lend money to United States-owned banks in 
Cuba, forcing them to bring in funds from abroad to 
meet normal business requirements. 

If the aim of these steps has been to reduce Cuban 
imports from the United States, they have succeeded. 
There is now an estimated backlog of over $150,000,000 
owed to United States citizens for goods shipped to Cuba 
and for services and earnings. During the first four 
months of 1960 Cuban imports from the United States were 
50 per cent below those in the same four months of 1958 
and 75 per cent below those in the same four months of 
1959. 





°For text of U.S. note of June 11. see BULLETIN of 
June 29, 1959, p. 958. 
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Meanwhile Cuba’s export trade to the United States 
continued to flourish. Cuban exports to the United States 
in the first four months of 1960 were only slightly below 
those for the same part of 1958 and well above the figure 
for the same part of 1959. 

Then in 1960 the Cuban government concluded barter 
agreements with the Soviet Union and Communist China 
involving the export of a very large part of its annual 
sugar crop. The agreements provided for payment not 
at premium prices, as had been true of Cuban sugar ex- 
ports to the United States, but at prices at or even below 
the world market level. Moreover, only a minor portion 
of the payment was to be in convertible currencies, where- 
as the entire payment for Cuban sugar imported into the 
United States has been in dollars which Cuba could spend 
anywhere in the world. 

The present leaders in Cuba have often referred to the 
sugar quota arrangement with the United States, by which 
Cuba earned convertible dollars at preferential prices, as 
a form of “bondage” or “slavery.” For instance, on 
March 2, 1960, Dr. Ernesto Guevara, the president of the 
National Bank of Cuba and a ranking official of the 
regime, said of the United States citizens concerned: 
“They have never stopped to analyze what amount of 
slavery the three million tons of our sugar which we 
customarily sell at supposedly preferential prices to the 
giant of the north has meant and means to the people of 
Cuba.” When the United States Government queried the 
Cuban Government about these remarks, there was no 
reply. The inference was left that the Cuban rulers re- 
garded the sugar quota as a form of slavery imposed by 
the United States on the Cuban people. 

It is hard to understand how a traditional pattern of 
Cuban sugar exports paid for in dollars, at prices above 
the world market, the proceeds of which Cuba was able to 
use to purchase goods anywhere in the world, can be de 
scribed as “slavery”—whereas now barter agreements at 
lower prices, agreements which tie the Cuban economy to 
the Sino-Soviet bloe and infringe on Cuba’s right to choose 
the origin, cost and quality of its imports, can somehow 
be portrayed as “economic freedom.” 

At all events, it became apparent that the present rulers 
of Cuba were forcing a radical change in Cuba’s entire 
foreign trade system, and that the motives in their minds 
in doing this were not economic or commercial but poli- 
tical. This was confirmed when the Foreign Minister of 
Cuba, Dr. Ratil Roa, said in Montevideo on June 10, 1960, 
that Cuba had decided “to break the structure of its com- 
mercial relations with the United States.” 

It was against this background that the United States 
Congress and the President of the United States acted 
in the summer of 1960 to reduce the preferential quota 
for imports of Cuban sugar.® Despite the vindictive 
attitude of the Cuban leaders over many months, this act 
by the United States was not an act of retaliation or 
revenge. Indeed, it would have been strange to take 
revenge by reducing a quota which Cuban leaders them- 
selves had condemned as a form of bondage. Rather, 
the reduction in the quota was necessary in defense of 


6 Tbid., July 25, 1960, p. 140. 
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the United States economy, which has for many years 
depended heavily on Cuba as a source of sugar. 

Cuba normally has supplied about 71 per cent of the 
sugar import requirements of the United States. In 
the years 1931-1958 the United States imported from Cuba 
an average of 2,580,000 tons of sugar—all at preferential 
prices. Cuba’s dollar earnings from this trade rose from 
a low of $39,000,000 in the depression years of the early 
1930’s to $100,000,000 in 1986 and $400,000,000 in 1947. 
In 1959 the earnings were $350,000,000. 

Cuba’s preferential position in the United States sugar 
market goes back to 1902. It was made more secure in 1934 
by a quota system which gave Cuba a more stable United 
States market at the higher United States domestic price 
and in addition a 20 per cent tariff preference as com- 
pared with other foreign producers. This arrangement 
was a matter of mutual advantage. It helped the Cuban 
economy by providing a most important source of dollar 
exchange to pay for imports from all parts of the world. 
It helped the United States economy by providing a re- 
liable source of needed sugar imports at all times, includ- 
ing times of war and crisis. Thus during both the Korean 
war and the Suez crisis, when world markets were dis- 
turbed, the Cuban sugar industry maintained large stocks 
which were made available to the United States at fair 
prices. 

This arrangement could last only as long as both parties 
wanted it to last. The events of early 1960 in Cuba made 
it doubtful that the Cuban government was either able 
or willing to continue it. The highest officials of the Cuban 
government made repeated statements describing the 
supposed political and commercial advantages of selling 
Cuban sugar elsewhere. On August 13, 1960, the Minister 
of Finance, Ratil Cepero Bonilla, said: “For the next 
year, it would be much more advantageous to Cuba if 
the United States did not buy a single grain of sugar.” 
Meanwhile agreements were made committing Cuba to sell 
a major part of her sugar crop to the Sino-Soviet bloc, 
and indications appeared that that bloc was prepared 
to import even larger quantities of Cuban sugar by pur- 
chase or barter. Finally, it appears that these new obli- 
gations must be met out of a smaller Cuban sugar crop. 
United States experts estimate that the 1961 Cuban sugar 
crop may fall as low as 4,900,000 Spanish long tons—as 
compared with 5,700,000 Spanish long tons in 1960. 

For all those reasons the United States was forced, 
slowly and reluctantly, to conclude that Cuba is no longer 
a reliable source of supply for vital United States sugar 
Tequirements. This was the reason why the United States 
reduced the Cuban sugar quota and thus freed itself to 
turn to other sources of sugar supply. 

The conditions leading to this decision were created by 
the present authorities in Cuba. Their right as a sover- 
eign nation to order their foreign trade as they wish is 
not in dispute, except when in so doing they violate their 
agreements. But if they claim that right for themselves, 
they cannot deny it to others. 

There are ample grounds for the belief that the present 
government of Cuba set out deliberately to provoke, by its 
own action and threats, a United States action—un- 
avoidable as a matter of economic self-defense—which it 
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could then picture in its propaganda as “economic aggres- 
sion”. Now that it has achieved this dubious success, at 
a very considerable economic cost to the Cuban people, 
the cry of “economic aggression” against the United 
States sounds utterly hollow. 


9. Presence of anti-Castro Cubans in the United 
States 


The charge: “The first unfriendly act perpetrated by 
the Government of the United States was to throw open 
its doors to a gang of murderers, bloodthirsty criminals 
who had murdered hundreds of defenseless peasants, who 
had never tired of torturing prisoners for many, many 
years, who had killed right and left.” 

The facts: The number of people who have fled Cuba 
and have taken refuge’ in the United States since the 
Castro government came to power does indeed run into 
the hundreds. In view of the fact that the Castro govern- 
ment has effectively banned all political opposition or pub- 
lie criticism as “counterrevolutionary”, and has sought to 
brand those who dissent from its policies as “war crimi- 
nals” and adherents of the deposed Batista regime, it is 
not surprising that many Cubans who value freedom have 
gone into exile—some of them in the United States. Here 
they enjoy the traditional right of political asylum. They 
do not enjoy protection against criminal charges of murder 
or any other extraditable crime. 

In all cases where the Cuban Government sought extra- 
dition of Cuban refugees on criminal charges, the United 
States Government has given the fullest possible coopera- 
tion consistent with its traditional legal safeguards and 
with the very limited cooperation of the Cuban Govern- 
ment itself. 

The provisions for extradition of persons from the 
United States to Cuba are set forth in the United States- 
Cuban Extradition Treaty and in United States statutes. 
Cuba can file extradition proceedings in United States 
courts without even notifying the executive branch of the 
United States Government. 

All this was explained to the new Cuban authorities 
when, in January 1959, they raised the question of the 
return to Cuba of certain Cubans who had taken refuge 
in the United States. Yet to the best of the knowledge of 
the Department of State, from that day to this the Cuban 

Jovernment has never requested extradition for a single 
one of those persons commonly defined by the Government 
of Cuba as war criminals from the Batista regime. 

In fact, the only extradition case which the Cuban 
Government has followed through to conclusion is that 
of Major Pedro Diaz Lanz, a former member of the 
Castro revolutionary group and chief of the Cuban air 
force after the Castro Government came to power in 
1959.7 In the case of Major Diaz Lanz a United States 
District Court denied extradition on the ground that 
the Cuban authorities had given insufficient evidence of 


his alleged “crimes.” 8 





* For background, see ibid., Nov. 30, 1959, p. 787. 
§ Major Diaz Lanz is referred to in item 11 below. [Foot- 


note in original.] 
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In some cases the United States Embassy in Havana 
has certified extradition papers against certain Cuban 
refugees, but the Cuban Government has failed to follow 
up this step. In still other cases Cuban authorities 
have asked that the United States exercise its “good 
offices” to detain certain Cubans, but have not taken 
any to have them extradited or even indicated 
the offenses with which they were charged in Cuba. 

This record strongly suggests that the Cuban 
ernment has no serious desire to obtain extradition of 
it has branded as “war criminals’, pre- 


step 


Govy- 


those whom 


ferring to keep the issue alive as one item in its cam- 


paign of anti-United States propaganda. 


10. Explosion of the munitions ship La Coubre 





The charge: That ‘a mysterious explosion—an explo- 


sion that was too mysterious—took place in the harbor 
of Havana, an explosion of a ship carrying Belgian 
weapons to our country, after many efforts made by 
the United States Government to prevent the Belgian 
Government from selling weapons to us’—in other 
words, by clear implication, that the United States Gov- 
ernment caused the explosion. 

The facts: La 
Coubre in Havana harbor on March 4, 1960, while it was 


Castro Goy- 


The explosion of the French vessel 


discharging ammunition purchased by the 
ernment, resulted in many deaths and injuries and wide- 
spread The United States 
promptly expressed its condolences to the Government 


the cause of which 


damage. Government 
of Cuba over this tragic disaster, 
is unknown to this day. 

Within a few hours of the disaster, before any inves- 
tigation could be carried out, the propaganda agencies 
of the Cuban Government, including the controlled press 
and radio, implied that the United States had caused the 
No evidence whatever was adduced to sup- 
port this charge. The following day, March 5, at the 
public funeral of the victims, Prime Minister Castro 
directly accused the United States of the responsibility— 
while in the same breath admitting not have 
conclusive evidence.” The same charge, only thinly 
veiled and again completely unsubstantiated, was re- 
peated in a pamphlet entitled Patria o Muerte (Father- 
land or Death) issued by the Department of Public Re- 
lations of the Cuban foreign ministry. This pamphlet was 
widely disseminated in Latin America and was dis- 
tributed by the Cuban representative on the Council of 
the Organization of American States to all his diplo- 
matic colleagues.” Despite repeated United States pro- 
tests and denials, the charge has now been repeated by 
the Cuban Prime Minister before the United Nations. 


one piece of evidence, conclusive or 


explosion. 


“we do 


To this day not 
otherwise, has been divulged by the Cuban authorities to 
support this extremely serious charge against the United 
States. The only possible conclusion is that there is no 
such evidence, and that the Cuban Government is cyni- 
cally using this disaster to add fuel to the fire of its 
propaganda against the United States. 

*For text of a U.S. note of protest, see BULLETIN of 


June 1960, p. 1028, 


sis 
27, 
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11. Charges of aerial bombing of Cuba from United 
States territory 

The charge: “A plane manufactured in the United 
States . . . flew over Havana, our capital, dropping pam. 
phlets and a few hand grenades, . . . The result was more 
than forty victims, between the grenades dropped and 
the anti-aircraft fire. ... Pirate planes continued to fly 
over our territory dropping incendiary bombs. Millions 
upon millions of pesos were lost in the burning fields of 
sugar cane. . 
complice in these aerial incursions.” 

The facts: The United States Government, in endeavor- 
ing to prevent unauthorized flights of aircraft from 
United States soil in the Caribbean area, has imposed 
upon such flights tke most vigorous and elaborate system 
of controls in its peacetime history. 
75,000 private aircraft in the United States, and 200 
airports in Florida alone, the prevention of unauthorized 
flights is not easy—as Prime Minister Castro and his as- 
sociates must know very well, having been political exiles 
in the United States before they came to power in Cuba. 

There have been only five unauthorized flights over 
Cuba concerning which the United States Government 
possesses any substantial evidence. The Cuban Govern- 
ment has been asked repeatedly to give evidence of other 
flights so that United States authorities may investi- 
gate—but no such evidence has been furnished. 


.. The American Government was an ac. | 


Since there are | 


! 
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| 
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In one of the five known flights, in March 1960, the pilot , 


William Shergalis was, by his own admission, an agent 
of Fidel Castro—directed to make the flight in order to 
fabricate evidence of an alleged “United States provoca- 
tion.’ Shergalis is now under indictment in the United 
States District Court of the Southern District of Florida 
for violating the United States laws applying to agents of 
a foreign principal and for making an illegal flight.” 
Another flight, that of Rafael del Pino, on July 25, 1960, 


is surrounded by circumstances similarly suspicious. Del ° 
Pino flew to Cuba in a light, unarmed airplane which he , 


had rented from a private company in Florida. After 
landing in Cuba, he was attempting to take off when a 
force of Cuban police opened fire and shot the plane down, 
wounding del Pino in the process. The firing took place 
from ambush and without warning, in circumstances such 
that the police could not have known the purpose of the 
flight or the identity of the pilot unless by prior arrange- 
ment. The suspicion of prior arrangement is heightened 
by the fact that del Pino was a long-time friend of Fidel 
Castro, knew him at the University of Havana, partici- 
pated with him in the Bogot4 riots of 1948, and was with 
him in Mexico in 1956. Moreover, it is known that del 
Pino had been in communication with a member of the 
Castro family shortly before the flight. 

Of the three remaining known flights, the best known 
is that of Major Pedro Diaz Lanz. 

Major Diaz Lanz had fought in the mountains with the 
Castro revolutionary forces. He had been chief of the 
Cuban air force under Prime Minister Castro. On June 


30, 1959, he broke with the government of Prime Minister 
” For background, see ibid., July 18, 1960, p. 86. 
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Castro, stating that the government was under communist 
influence and that communist pressure had forced him 


out. He thereupon left Cuba. 

On October 21, 1959, Major Diaz Lanz eluded the sur- 
veillance of United States authorities and made an illegal 
flight from United States territory over Havana, the 
Cuban capital. When the United States Government de- 
termined the facts on this flight it expressed its regrets 
and apologies to the Cuban Government. It was in this 
flight that Prime Minister Castro told the General As- 
sembly that hand grenades were dropped on Havana. The 
Cuban Government had earlier charged, both in the Se- 
eurity Council and in a pamphlet, which was widely dis- 
tributed, that this plane had dropped bombs and strafed. 
This charge was false, as the United States demonstrated 
in the Security Council in July." The converted bomber 
making this flight had a permanent luggage rack in its 
bomb bay and had completely sealed gun positions, as 
revealed by an investigation by United States authorities 
after it returned to a United States airport. Perhaps 
this is why the renewed charge, as stated by Prime Min- 
ister Castro in his speech to the General Assembly in 
September, was that the plane kad dropped “grenades”, 
not bombs. 

In its efforts to establish the facts about the Diaz Lanz 
flight, the United States Government has had no help 
from the Cuban Government, which has submitted no offi- 
cial information on the subject. The United States pos- 
sesses no evidence that the plane dropped hand grenades 
on Havana. A report by the Cuban Government’s own 
police at the time, moreover, attributed the injuries during 
the incident either to anti-aircraft fire or to grenades or 
bombs thrown from automobiles by terrorists, not to 
bombs, strafing or any other objects coming from an 
airplane. 

The foregoing accounts for three of the five known illegal 
flights. 

A fourth illegal flight took place on February 18, 1960. 
Its apparent purpose was to bomb a sugar mill. The flight 
failed when the bomb exploded in mid-air, destroying the 
airplane and killing its occupants. In the case of this 
flight also, the United States Government offered its 
Tegrets and apologies to the Cuban Government—for 
which it has received no acknowledgement. 

The fifth flight, in May 1960, is still under investigation. 
The United States has asked the Cuban authorities for 
help in this investigation but has received no reply. 

The stream of unsubstantiated charges on this subject 
by the Cuban authorities caused the United States to 
propose, at the Seventh Meeting of Foreign Ministers of 
the American Republics in San José in August 1960, that 
4 special committee be created to clarify the facts. The 
Foreign Ministers approved this proposal but the Govern- 
ment of Cuba has shown no sign of willingness to cooper- 
ate with such a committee. 

The conclusion is inescapable that the Cuban Govern- 
ment is less interested in preventing these unauthorized 
flights than it is in keeping the charges alive as a part of 
its campaign against the United States. 

Se 


“Tdid., Aug. 8, 1960, p. 199. 
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12. Alleged propaganda and subversion on Swan 
Island 


The charge: That the United States has “taken over” 
Swan Island, “which belongs to Honduras”; that “There 
are now American infantrymen there;’’ that the United 
States “has set up a very powerful broadcasting station” 
on the island “which it has placed at the disposal of war 
criminals ... and maneuvers and training are being 
earried out on that island to promote subversion in Cuba 
and to promote the landing of armed forces in our island.” 

The facts: The two Swan Islands have been under 
United States control for almost 100 years. The United 
States has offered to discuss with Honduras, at an early 
date, the latter’s claim to the islands. 

There is a private commercial broadcasting station on 
the islands, operated by the Gibraltar Steamship Com- 
pany. The United States Government understands that 
this station carries programs in Spanish which are heard 
in Cuba, and that some of its broadcast time has been 
purchased by Cuban political refugees, 

The assertion that maneuvers and training are being 
carried out in the Swan Islands with a view to subversion 
or the landing of armed forces in Cuba is totally false. 


13. Alleged ‘‘red smear’’ against the government of 
Prime Minister Castro 
The charge: That United States news agencies told 


the world that “Cuba was already a communist govern- 
ment, a red peril ninety miles from the United States, 
with a government dominated by communists” at a time 
when the present Cuban Government “had not even had 
the opportunity of establishing diplomatic and commer- 
cial relations with the Soviet Union.” 

The facts: Unlike the press of a totalitarian country, 
the press and news services of the United States are free 
to write and interpret the facts as they see them, with- 
out governmental guidance or restraint. It is true that 
many American newspapermen, even during the early 
months after the present government came to power in 
1959, reported what they regarded as clear signs of com- 
munist influence in the new government. Far from seek- 
ing to “smear” the new government, however, the Govern- 
ment of the United States—which alone can speak official- 
ly for the American people in international affairs— 
exercised great restraint in commenting publicly on politi- 
eal trends in Cuba. 

In fact, on January 26, 1960, over a year after Prime 
Minister Castro came to power and long after the press 
reports referred to above, President Eisenhower issued 
a major restatement of United States policy toward 
Cuba.” In it he reaffirmed the adherence of the United 
States Government to the policy of non-intervention in 
the domestic affairs of other countries, including Cuba; 
he explicitly recognized the right of the Cuban Govern- 
ment and people, in the exercise of their national sover- 
eignty, “to undertake those social, economic and political 
reforms which, with due regard for their obligations 
under international law, they may think desirable”; and 





* Tbhid., Feb. 15, 1960, p. 237. 
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he expressed the sympathy of the American people for 
the aspirations of the Cuban people. 

Had the United States Government not followed such 
a policy of restraint, it could have mentioned various 
developments: the silencing of almost all the anti- 
Communist voices in Cuba; the consequent flight into 
exile of many of the leading editors and commentators of 
the nation; the emergence of the Communist party news- 
paper Hoy and the increasing influence of its editor, 
Carlos Rafael Rodriguez, in the governmental machinery 
of censorship; and the fact that the only political party 
permitted to function in Cuba is the Communist party. 

It is quite true that these developments took place, 
and were discovered and reported through the free press, 
long before Prime Minister Castro established formal 
diplomatic and commercial relations with the Soviet 
Union. But the point is irrelevant. Diplomatic and com- 
mercial relations are not the only means by which out- 
side influence may be exerted. 


14. Guantanamo: alleged ‘‘pretext’’ for aggression 
on Cuba % 


The charge: That the United States is using the naval 
base at Guantanamo, Cuba, “as a means of promoting self- 
aggression, to justify an attack on our country”; that 
various speculations in the United States about a possible 
Cuban attack on Guantanamo are published in order “to 
set the stage for aggression” ; that Guantanamo is “pointed 
at the heart of Cuba and pointed at the heart of the 
Revolutionary Government of Cuba, in the hands of those 
who declare themselves enemies of our country, of our 
revolution and of our people.” 

The facts: It is not the United States but the Govern- 
ment of Cuba whose responsible officials appear intent on 
provoking an incident concerning the base at Guan- 
tanamo. Prime Minister Castro and his brother Ratl 
Castro have both issued frequent hints and warnings 
about the possibility that the Cuban Government might 
reclaim the United States naval base—notwithstanding 
the legal and binding international agreements which can- 
not be abrogated except by the mutual consent of both 
parties. 

The idea of a United States threat of aggression against 
Cuba, whether because of Guantanamo or for any other 
eause, is a figment of the imaginations of the leaders 
of the Cuban Government and cannot be substantiated by 
any action or any statement by the responsible spokes- 
men of United States foreign policy. 

The war of nerves launched against Guantanamo by the 
Cuban leaders can have no result but to incite Cuban 
citizens against the United States and against the naval 
base itself. The personnel and authorities of this base 
have always enjoyed the best relations with the Cuban 
people; the base has contributed substantially to the 
economy of the nation; and it is an important factor in 
the military security of all the nations of the Western 
Hemisphere. 

The assertion by Prime Minister Castro that the United 
States authorities who control the Guantanamo base ‘“‘de- 


*For discussion of Guantanamo base agreement see 
item 5 above. [Footnote in original.] 
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clare themselves enemies of our country, of our revolution 
and of our people” is totally false. The command of the 
Guantanamo naval base has always been, and is still, 
under orders to stay out of the internal affairs of Cuba, 


It has done so and will continue to do so. The base is in 


the hands of the United States, whose Government and 
people are friends of Cuba, of the Cuban people, and of 


their just aspirations. 


15. United States policy concerning Puerto Rico 
The charge: That the United States “has destroyed 


the Puerto Rican nationality” ; is destroying Puerto Rico’s 
“national spirit’; has been destroying Puerto Rico’s 
nationality “for fifty years.” 

The facts: These assertions can best be answered by 
quoting two statements. The first statement was made 
in the General Assembly on November 27, 1953, by the 
United States Representative, Mr. [Henry Cabot] Lodge, 
at the time when the United States ceased to report to 
the Committee on Non-Self-Governing Territories concern- 
ing Puerto Rico, which had now attained complete self- 


government and commonwealth status. It reads: 


“T am authorized to say on behalf of the President that, 
if at any time the Legislative Assembly of Puerto Rico 
adopts a resolution in favor of more complete or even 
absolute independence, he will immediately thereafter 
recommend to Congress that such independence be 
granted. The President also wishes me to say that in 
this event he would welcome Puerto Rico’s adherence to 
the Rio Pact and the United Nations Charter.” 


The second statement is a message by Luis Mufoz 
Marin, Governor of Puerto Rico, to the President of the 


General Assembly, dated September 27, 1960, which 


reads: * 


“In view of the charges of United States colonialism 
against Puerto Rico, raised at the General Assembly of 
the United Nations by the Soviet and Cuban delegations, 
I have the honor of bringing to your attention the follow- 
ing views of the Commonwealth Government : 

“The people of Puerto Rico strongly adhere to the 
democratic way of life, based on the respect of minority 
rights, the protection and furtherance of individual free- 
doms, and the effective exercise of the right to vote in 
free, unhindered elections. There can be no genuine self- 
determination unless these conditions are met. 

“Puerto Rico has truly and effectively met them and it 
has freely chosen its present relationship with the United 
States. The people of Puerto Rico are a self-governing 
people freely associated to the United States of America 
on the basis of mutual consent and respect. The policies 
regarding the cultural and economic development of 
Puerto Rico are in the hands of the people of Puerto 
Rico themselves for them to determine according to their 
best interests. 

“The United Nations General Assembly, by Resolution 
of November 1953, has solemnly recognized that the 
people of Puerto Rico effectively exercised their right to 
self-determination in establishing the Commonwealth as 
an autonomous political entity on a mutually agreed as- 
sociation with the United States. In further regard to 
the principle of self-determination, the Commonwealth 
Legislative Assembly has approved this very year a law 
authorizing another vote on Puerto Rico’s status whel- 
ever 10 per cent of the electors request it. 


* Thid., Dec. 14, 1953, p. 841. 
* Thid., Oct. 24, 1960, p. 656. 
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“More than 13,000 visitors and trainees from all over 
the world, including thousands from the new states in 
Africa and Asia now represented at the United Nations, 
have seen with their own eyes the social and economic 
achievements of the Commonwealth under free, demo- 
cratic institutions. As an example of Puerto Rico’s great 
forward strides as a Commonwealth, the rate of growth 
of the net Commonwealth income ir 1959 was 9.4%, one 
of the highest in the entire world. 

“The People of Puerto Rico fully support the United 
Nations as a Symbol of a world order, ruled by law and 
the principle of self-determination, and hope that through 
the United Nations a militant campaign for peace is de- 
reloped that would avoid the nuclear extinction of our 
civilization.” 


16. Confinement of Cuban delegation to Manhattan 


The charge: That the Cuban delegation to the General 
Assembly was “singled out for ... confinement to the 
island of Manhattan” ... and was subjected to “hostil- 
ity under the pretext of security.” 

The facts: As host country to the United Nations, the 
United States is obligated to afford to accredited delegates 
“any necessary protection to such persons while in transit 
to or from the Headquarters District.’ In the case of 
Prime Minister Castro and his delegation, the United 
States innde extraordinary efforts to fulfill this obliga- 
tion—efforts made necessary by the fact that the conduct 
of Prime Minister Castro and his associates, both before 
aud during their visit to New York, created extraordi- 
nary difficulties. 

For more than a year and a half Prime Minister Castro 
and his Government have carried on a systematic cam- 
paign of defamation against the United States Govern- 
ment in terms which were contrary to known fact and 
offensive to the American people. In addition, hundreds 
of Cubans who fled Cuba since the coming to power of 
Prime Minister Castro have taken up residence in the 
United States rather than live under the present Cuban 
Government. Thus, in the interest of Prime Minister 
Castro’s personal safety, and given the heavy demands 
upon United States security personnel because of the 
large number of Prime Ministers in the United States, it 
was necessary to confine his movements to Manhattan. 
The same decision was made concerning the delegations 
of the Soviet Union, Hungary, and Albania. 


17. Cuban difficulties in New York hotels 


The charge: That notice was given by unnamed persons, 
Presumably United States officials, “to all hotels not to 
Tent rooms to us”; and that, when the Hotel Theresa in 
Harlem offered to rent rooms to Prime Minister Castro’s 
party, “an official of the State Department did all in his 
power to try to stop us from being given rooms in the 
hotel.” 

The facts: The United States Government never gave, 
or caused to be given, notice to any hotel “not to rent 
rooms” to the Cuban delegation. This is the very reverse 
of the truth. When the management of the Hotel Shel- 
burne in New York asked the State Department whether 
he should accept an application for rooms for the Cuban 
delegation, the Department of State informed him that it 
hoped he would “accept the request of the Cuban Consul 
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General of New York for accommodations for the Cuban 
Delegation to the General Assembly of the United Na- 
tions.” As a result, the management of the Hotel Shel- 
burne agreed to accommodate the Cuban delegation. 
Nor was there any attempt by any United States 
official to prevent the Cuban delegation from moving to 
the Hotel Theresa. The remoteness of that hotel from 
the United Nations headquarters placed a greater bur- 
den on the already overburdened police whose duty it was 
to assure the safety of Prime Minister Castro. Never- 
theless, to assist Prime Minister Castro, who was at this 
point at United Nations Headquarters, an immediate 
security check was undertaken. By 10:30 p.m., Sep- 
tember 19, the United States Mission to the United Na- 
tions informed Prime Minister Castro that his party 
could proceed to the Hotel Theresa. Simultaneously 
Prime Minister Castro had instructed his own security 
officers to check the hotel. This investigation was not 
completed until midnight. The Prime Minister then pro- 
ceeded under police escort to his new accommodations, 
It is also true that a private citizen offered to house 
the Prime Minister and his party at the Hotel Commo- 
dore, only a few blocks from the United Nations, free 
of charge—an offer which the Cuban delegation rejected. 


18. Death of Magdalena Urdaneta 


The charge: That the shooting and subsequent death 
of a nine-year-old Venezuelan girl, Magdalena Urdaneta, 
in New York during the Castro visit was “provoked by 
those who receive support from the systematic campaigns 
against Cuba and with the connivance of the authori- 
ties”; and that “a spokesman from the White House” in 
an act of “hypocrisy” made a statement “fixing the 
guilt on the Cuban delegation.” 

The facts: On September 21 a large group of Castro 
supporters assaulted members of a small anti-Castro 
group while the latter was patronizing a New York City 
restaurant. During the melee, several shots were fired 
by a pro-Castro combatant, one of which struck Magdalena 
Urdaneta, a nine-year-old Venezuelan girl, as she sat with 
her parents having dinner. Miss Urdaneta died shortly 
afterward. 

The following day, the Department of State (not 
White House) press officer stated that this Venezuelan 
girl was the innocent victim of an aggressive attack by 
adherents of the present Cuban Government and that 
the Department of State wished to express to the parents 
of Magdalena Urdaneta its deep sympathy and regret over 
her untimely death. 

Francisco Molina, a Cuban national known as “Pancho 
the Hook”, has been identified by a witness as the as- 
sailant who fired the shot which took the life of Magda- 
lena Urdaneta. Molina lost right hand in an 
industrial accident several years ago and in its place al- 
ternately wears a metal hook or flesh colored artificial 
hand. Molina is known to anti-Castro forces in the New 
York City area as the head of a group of Castro followers 
intimidating anti-Castro people. 

Assistance was requested of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation when it appeared that Molina had fled the 
State of New York to avoid prosecution for the murder 


his 
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The Federal Bureau of Inves- 
140,000 ‘‘wanted” flyers on 


of the Venezuelan girl. 
tigation has distributed 
Molina. 


19. Alleged refusal of the United States to renego- 
tiate with Cuba 

The charge: That “the Government of Cuba has always 
been ready to discuss its problems with the Government 
of the United States, but the Government of the United 
States has not been ready to discuss these problems with 
Cuba”; that “the Government of the United States does 
not deign to discuss matters with the small country of 
Cuba on the Cuban problems.’ 

The facts: Since the advent of the Government of Prime 
Minister Castro on January 1, 1959 the United States 
has officially expressed a willingness to negotiate matters 
at issue between Cuba and the United States on more 


’ 


than 25 separate occasions. 

This is the fourth time that the present Government 
of Cuba has alleged to a responsible international body 
that the Government of the United States refused to ne- 
gotiate with the Government of Cuba. Prime Minister 
Castro’s reference to the Cuban Government’s willingness 
to negotiate presumably relates to the proposal of the 
Government of Cuba last February to name a commission 
to conduct negotiations in Washington. Secretary Her- 
ter described the actual circumstances of this case at the 
meeting of Foreign Ministers at San José, Costa Rica, on 
August 26, 1960 in the following words: * 


“The Cuban Foreign Minister has asserted that the 
United States Government refused to negotiate with the 
Revolutionary Government of Cuba when, last February, 
it decided to name a commission to conduct negotiations 
in Washington. I need not point out that the Govern- 
ment of Cuba, in its proposal, suggested that the Govern- 
ment of the United States should bind both the Executive 
and the Congress to refrain from any action whatever 
which the Government of Cuba might consider to affect 
its interests while leaving the Government of Cuba free 
to negotiate or procrastinate as it chose. It is appro- 
priate to ask, however, why the Governmeit of Cuba 
deliberately refrained from quoting my Government’s 
reply” in its entirety. I say deliberately refrained 
because, Mr. Chairman, this is the third time that 
the Government of Cuba has truncated this note before 
responsible international bodies to serve its own purpose 
in completely distorting the position of the U.S. Govern- 
ment in this matter. The fact is that the part of the 
United States note which Minister Roa has again deleted 
from his presentation to this body went on to affirm the 
friendship between the Cuban and American peoples and 
to welcome any proposals which the Cuban Government 
might wish to make, the subjects which might be dis- 
cussed, as well as the manner and the place in which 
negotiations might be conducted. It may be well to recall 
to the Foreign Minister of Cuba the full text of the 
closing paragraph of the note sent on February 29, 1960, 
by the U.S. Ambassador in Cuba which he has again 
found it so convenient to omit. 

““The Government of the United States for its part 
firmly intends to continue by its conduct and through its 
utterances to reaffirm the spirit of fraternal friendship 


* Thid., Sept. 12, 1960, p. 401. 
“For text of U.S. note of Feb. 
21, 1960, p. 440. 


29, 1960, see ibid., Mar. 
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which, as Your Excellency so well stated, has bound and 
does bind our two peoples and which the United States 
Government believes is earnestly cherished by them, 
Prior to the initiation of negotiations and through nor. 
mal diplomatic channels the Government of the Uniteg 
States would wish to explore with the Government of 
Cuba the subjects to be discussed and the manner and 


place in which negotiations might be conducted. Accord. 
ingly, I would welcome, for transmittal to my Govern. 
ment, any proposals which Your Excellency might care 
to submit in these respects.’ 

“To this date, despite the several subsequent efforts 
to elicit a reply from the Government of Cuba, none 
has been forthcoming. When, shortly after the note 
referred to above was delivered, the Revolutionary Goy- 
ernment of Cuba designated Dr. José Mir6 Cardona, who 
preceded Dr. Castro as Prime Minister of the Revolution- 
ary Government, as its Ambassador to Washington, there 
was high expectation that he would carry forward the 
negotiations. He never arrived. After months of wait- 
ing, he was forced to seek asylum in the Argentine Em- 
bassy in Havana after protesting the increasing role of 
communism in Cuba. 

Dr. José Mir6é Cardona, incidentally, is still in the 
Argentine Embassy in Havana. 


Conclusion 


The relationship between Cuba and the United States 
is no mere accident of geography and trade. It is part 
of our mutual history. Tear the history of either country 
from that of the other, and there would be a gap making 
much of the rest inexplicable. It is our belief that such 
a wrench will never come. Neither the people of the 
United States nor—we are convinced—the Cuban people 
would consider it. 

Like all the other American republics, Cuba and the 
United States began as colonies. Our first English settle 
ment was in Virginia in 1607 and our independence came 
169 years later in 1776. Cuba, discovered by Columbus 
on his second voyage and settled approximately 100 years 
before Jamestown, was a colony from 1510 to 1898, a 
period of 388 years. 

Both Cuba and the United States were born of revolu- 
tions dedicated to the common purpose of independence 
and freedom. 
remember that the heart of our people went out to Cuba 
in the Cuban struggle for liberty. Although we are a 
peaceful people, we declared war in Cuba’s behalf, and 
the blood of our young men was shed with that of Cuba’s 
patriots for Cuban independence. 

The great apostle of American liberty was Thomas 
Jefferson. The great Cuban apostle of liberty was José 
Marti, a man whose name and ideals are respected in the 
United States. 

On the centenary of Marti’s birth the Soviet Union tried 
to indicate some spiritual tie between Marti and comn- 
munism. No such tie exists, nor could exist. Martt’s 
opinion of Marxism was expressed in his famous letter to 
Fermin Valdez Domingues. The Marxian concept has 
two basic dangers, he said: “that of extraneous, confused, 
and incomplete interpretations, and that of the pride and 
dissimulated violence of ambitious men, who in order t0 
raise themselves in the world begin by pretending—in 
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order to have shoulders of other men on which to stand— 
to be impassioned defenders of the helpless.” 

Marti perceived correctly the dangers of communist im- 
perialism under a pretense of defending and succoring the 
oppressed. He perceived correctly that the strength of 
the Western hemisphere depends on the fraternal unity of 
its peoples. He perceived correctly that the true goal 
and glory of mankind is brotherhood, peace, dignity ; and 
that unity is the key to strength and progress. 

Prime Minister Castro has accused the United States of 
holding back Cuban development as a free nation. The 
facts are to the contrary. Cuba has not only consist- 
ently received higher prices from the United States for 
sugar than any other supplier but has also been a partner 
with the United States in a mutually preferential tariff 
with special low import duty rates. In per capita gross 
national product Cuba ranks third in Latin America. It 
is quite true that in the Republic of Cuba these develop- 
ments were not matched, as the United States hoped they 
would be, by corresponding progress in eliminating cor- 
ruption in public life, and achieving greater social justice 
and a more equitable distribution of the national income, 
in guaranteeing free elections, and insuring government 
of, by, and for the people—progress which only the Cuban 
people could make for themselves. 

When Prime Minister Castro came to power in January 
1959, with promises to his people seemingly made in all 
sincerity, the United States hoped he would perfect the 
revolution by needed internal reforms. The United States 
tried to show its understanding and sympathy for his 
stated aims: honest and efficient government, the perfec- 
tion of democratic processes, the economic development 
leading to higher living standards and to full employment. 
On June 11 and October 12, 1959 we expressed officially to 
the Cuban Government our full support for soundly con- 
ceived programs for rural development. We particularly 
endorsed its stated desire to do something for land reform. 

Not even the shock of the many executions in the first 
month following the establishment of the revolutionary 
government, nor the sharp attacks on the United States 
Government by high officials, could dampen the friendly 
feeling with which Prime Minister Castro was greeted 
when he came to the United States in April of 1959. 
There was a genuine reluctance to believe that Cuba, a 
country for which the people of the United States have 
long had a special affection, could be embarked on an 
unfriendly course. 

On January 26, 1960 President Eisenhower issued a 
major restatement of American policy toward Cuba, re- 
affirming the adherence of the United States Government 
to a policy of non-intervention in the domestic affairs of 
other countries, including Cuba, and explicitly recogniz- 
ing the right of the Cuban Government and people, in the 
exercise of their national sovereignty, “to undertake 
those social, economic and political reforms which, with 
due regard to their obligations under international law, 
they may think desirable”, and expressing sympathy for 
the aspirations of the Cuban people. 

Unfortunately these policies of the United States were 
hot reciprocated. The present Government of Cuba has 
deliberately and consciously sought to exacerbate rela- 
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tions with the United States. For openly announced po- 
litical reasons Cuba’s imports from the United States 
have been reduced to less than one-half of the level of 
two years ago. Property is not expropriated, but con- 
fiscated without payment, to serve political rather than 
social ends. 

Growing intervention in Cuban affairs by the Soviet 
Union and Communist China is welcomed by the Govern- 
ment of Cuba. The present Cuban Government seeks to 
intervene in internal affairs of other American States and 
to undermine the inter-American system. 

The present Cuban Government claims to speak for the 
Cuban people but denies them the right to choose their 
own spokesmen in free elections. It claims to believe in 
democracy, yet only the Communist party is permitted to 
function. It speaks of the rights of man, but Cuban 
jails are crowded with thousands of political prisoners. 

It boasts of freedom of expression in Cuba, yet the 
editors of the great Cuban papers are all in exile while 
every expression of opposition to the policies of the Gov- 
ernment, or to communism, is suppressed as counter- 
revolutionary. It interferes with the free exercise of 
religion. It affirms the independence of the judiciary 
but the right of a fair and impartial trial is denied those 
who differ with the government in power. 

We regret that these things are true, but they are true. 
The people and Government of the United States, who are 
friends of the Republic of Cuba, still look to see her again 
become what her great son Marti declared he would have 
her be: “A democratic and cultured people zealously 
aware of her own rights and the rights of others.” 
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Current Actions 


MULTILATERAL 


Automotive Traffic 

Convention concerning customs facilities for touring. 
Done at New York June 4, 1954. Entered into force 
September 11, 1957. TIAS 38879. 
Accession deposited: Nepal, September 21, 1960. 
E.ctension to: British Honduras, September 12, 1960. 


Sugar 

International sugar agreement of 1958. Done at London 
December 1, 1958. Entered into force January 1, 1959; 
for the United States October 9, 1959. TIAS 4389. 
Cessation of application to: Cyprus, August 16, 1960. 


Weather 

Convention of the World Meteorological Organization. 
Done at Washington October 11, 1947. Entered into 
force March 23, 1950. TIAS 2052. 
Accession deposited: Honduras, October 10, 1960. 
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BILATERAL 


Brazil 


Agreement extending and amending the agreement of 
June 26, 1953 (TIAS 4130), for a cooperative program 
of agriculture and natural resources in Brazil. Ef- 
fected by exchange of notes at Rio de Janeiro August 
24,1960. Entered into force August 24, 1960. 


France 


Agreement relating to a weapons production program. 
Effected by exchange of notes at Paris September 19, 
1960. Entered into force September 19, 1960. 

Agreement providing for a facilities assistance program. 
Effected by exchange of notes at Paris September 23, 
1957. Entered into force September 23, 1957. TIAS 
3914. 

Terminated: September 19, 1960. 


Iran 


Agreement supplementing and amending the agricultural 
commodities agreement of July 26, 1960, and related 
notes (TIAS 4544). Effected by exchange of notes at 
Tehran September 26, 1960. Entered into force Sep- 
tember 26, 1960. 


Spain 

Agreement amending the agreement of June 23, 1959 
(TIAS 4262), for the loan of naval vessels to Spain. 
Effected by exchange of notes at Madrid September 30, 
1960. Entered into force September 30, 1960. 





DEPARTMENT AND FOREIGN SERVICE 











Deputy Under Secretary Henderson 
Visits Posts in Africa 


The Department of State announced on October 
14 (press release 597) that Deputy Under Secre- 
tary Loy W. Henderson, accompanied by a small 
official party, is planning a trip to a number of 
west and central African countries, departing 
Washington October 17 and returning November 
21. 

The purpose of the trip is to discuss with Amer- 
ican and local officials the various problems and 
representational needs of existing and proposed 
U.S. diplomatic and consular posts in that area. 
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United States To Open Embassies 
in Six New African States 
Press release 596 dated October 13 


The U.S. Government will in the near future 7 
embassies in six newly independent African nations jp 
accordance with plans which have been in process since ) 
July of this year. These nations and their capitals are: 


Central African Republic—Bangui 
Republic of Chad—Fort Lamy 
Republic of Dahomey—Porto-Novo 

Republic of Gabon—Libreville 

Republic of Niger—Niamey 
Republic of Upper Volta—Ouagadougou } 


Immediately upon their attainment of independence in 
August of this year, the United States entered into dipio. 
matic relations with these nations. Permanent repre / 
sentation has been conducted provisionally by chargés 
d’affaires resident in adjacent countries. In the cases of 
the Central African Republic, Chad, and Gabon, Alan W. 
Lukens, Chargé d’Affaires resident at Brazzaville, Republic 
of Congo, presented credentials as Chargé in each of the 
capitals on their dates of independence. In the cases of 
Dahomey, Niger, and Upper Volta, Donald R. Norland, 
Chargé d’Affaires resident at Abid jan, Ivory Coast, also 
presented credentials as Chargé on their dates of inde 
pendence. j 








Recess Appointments 


The President on October 10 appointed Maurice M.’ 
Bernbaum to be Ambassador to Ecuador. (For biographic 
details, see Department of State press release 590 dated 
October 10.) 

The President on October 14 appointed R. Borden 
Reams as Ambassador to the Republic of Ivory Coast, ) 
the Republic of Niger, and the Republic of Dahomey. 
On October 17 Mr. Reams was appointed Ambassador to 
the Republic of Upper Volta. (For biographic details, see 
Department of State press release 598 dated October 14.) 

The President on October 10 appointed Henry S. Villard 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of Senegal. 


Designations 


Kyle B. Mitchell as Assistant Director for Management 
of the Foreign Service Institute, effective October 6. 

Harold E. Schwartz as Director, U.S. Operations Mis- 
sion, Afghanistan, effective October 3. (For biographic 
details, see Department of State press release 499 dated 
August 30.) 

Earl D. Sohm as Deputy Science Adviser, effective 
October 10. 

Charles A. Sullivan as Special Assistant to the Under 
Secretary of State, effective October 6. 
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Check List of Department of State 
Press Releases: October 10-16 


‘No. Date Subject 


*590 10/10 Bernbaum appointed 
(biographie details). 
*591 10/11 
of Denmark. 


592 10/12 


Press releases may be obtained from the Office of 
News, Department of State, Washington 25, D.C. 

Release issued prior to October 10 which appears 
in this issue of the BULLETIN is No. 586 of October 8. 


ambassador 
Program for visit of King and Queen 


Berding: Rensselaer Polytechnic In- 





stitute. 

*593 10/12 Cultural exchange. 

7594 10/13 Merchant: “Diplomacy in the Modern 
World.” 


7595 10/13 Letters from President and Secretary 
of State to U.N. High Commissioner 
for Refugees. 

U.S. to open embassies in six more 
African states. 

Mr. Henderson to visit Africa (re- 
write). 

Reams appointed ambassador (bio- 
graphic details). 


596 10/13 
597 10/14 
*598 10/14 


*Not printed. 
¥Held for a later issue of the BULLETIN. 
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In 


INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCES 
July 1, 1958-June 30, 1959 


This volume is designed to serve as a reference guide to the official 
participation of the U.S. Government in multilateral international 
conferences and meetings of international organizations during the 
period July 1, 1958-June 30, 1959. The United States participated 
officially in 394 international conferences and meetings during the 
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